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MR. STUBER: My name is Larry Stuber. I am Chairman of the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Council of the Savannah Area 
Chamber of Commerce. And I'm not sure of their address. It's West 
Oglethorpe Avenue, I don't remember the number. 

Mr. Chairman, it's a pleasure to attend this public meeting 
representing the business community and more particularly the 
Savannah Area Chamber of Commerce. The Chamber and its membership 
have followed with interest the Department's deliberation regarding 
restart of the K-Reactor at the Savannah River Site in December and 
the L- and P-Reactors during 1991. 

We are here today to express concerns about the restart of any 
reactor prior to (1) the cleanup of damage from the numerous serious 
reactor accidents which have occurred in the past and (2) the 
completion of safety tests recommended by various oversight groups. 

To repeat testimony we have given in the past, we stress that 
there be an emphasis placed on safety, training and clear-cut plans 
of action in the event of an emergency. You can imagine this 
community's discomfort situated downwind from the Savannah River 
Site and learning that restart of the reactors is planned prior to 
the completion of certain safety tests and cleanup for which 
recommendations have been made and, in some cases, assurances have 
been given by DOE. 

Our longstanding concerns regarding the Savannah River Site are 
illustrated by the fact that for many years the Savannah Area 
Chamber of Commerce carried a strong message to our U.S. 
Representatives in support of independent oversight of the Savannah 
River Site from an outside agency or group. 

Since Presidential appointment of the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Board has been very recent, it is unclear the impact this 
board will have, an independent oversight group. 



The accident experience of the SRS reactors is 
described in Section 4.1.3 of the EIS. There are no 
past reactor accidents for which cleanup is 
currently required. 

Sections 2.1.2.8.2 and 2.1.2.7 of the EIS address 
the concerns about reactor safety and the reactor 
modifications to be completed as safety enhancements 
both before and after resuming production. As 
stated by Secretary Watkins on several occasions: 
"restart of any of the SR reactors will not be 
authorized until I am personally satisfied that they 
can be operated safely" (Memo, Secretary of Energy 
Watkins to Secretary of Defense Cheney, April 1989). 



The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) 
was established by Public Law 100-456 to provide 
independent, high-level, safety oversight of DOE 
facilities. DNFSB will provide its judgment on the 
readiness of the reactors to resume operation. 
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However, we urge at this time inclusion in this EIS that safety 
and cleanup recommendations from such groups at DOE's Advisory 
Committee on Nuclear Facilities Safety and the General Accounting 
Office. 

We are appreciative of this opportunity to express our concerns 
and our request that all safety, preventive and emergency procedures 
be fully in place and that all appropriate environmental cleanup and 
safety testing be completed before any additional reactor capacity 
or activity is approved for the Savannah River Site. 

Thank you. 



Revised Section 2.1.3.3 of the EIS describes the 
functions and powers of the ONFSB and some of its 
recent recommendations. 
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STATEMENT OF U.S. REP. LINOSAY THOMAS 
Prepared for the Record at the Department of Energy Hearing 

May 31, 1990 

I am Ms. Trish Depriest from the office of Congressman Lindsay 
Thomas. Mr. Thomas regrets that he is unable to be at the hearing 
today because of his previous schedule commitments in the First 
District. However, he has directed that I present this statement in 
his behalf. 

As many in the audience already know, Congressman Thomas has a 
long-standing interest, concern, and involvement with the activities 
of the Savannah River Site. His specific concern is safety. 

As a member of the Appropriations Committee, Mr. Thomas secured 
a seat on the Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development in part 
in order to have a voice in the activities of SRS. 

From that position, he included appropriations report language 
last year calling for the establishment of a firm schedule from DOE 
for the permanent closure and cleanup of water seepage basins at SRS 
which contain radioactive and non-radioactive waste. 



He also urged that this EIS be conducted, and that ultrasonic 
testing be conducted of the K-Reactor containment vessel. He also 
called for improved emergency notification procedures for state and 
local authorities in the event of any spills or release of dangerous 
contaminants. 

Mr. Thomas is very appreciative that these actions have 
subsequently been taken. 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-02 on safety. 



DOE has committed to a program of environmental 
restoration of its sites, including SRS, a program 
which is under way and is funded independently of 
reactor operation. Waste management activities at 
SRS are described in detail in other EISs, Waste 
Management Activites for Groundwater Protection and 
Defense Waste Processing Facility (DOE/EIS-0120) ; 
(DOE/EIS-0082) DOE's Environmental Management and 
Waste Restoration Five-Year Plan (DOE/S-0070) 
describe waste management activities at SRS in 
detail. DOE's proposed programmatic EIS on Waste 
Management and Environmental Restoration will 
provide complex-wide assessments of available 
options. DOE will manage SRS wastes from continued 
operation in accordance with the requirements of 
EPA, SCDHEC, and DOE Orders, as described in Section 
2.1. and Chapter 5 of this EIS. 

Specially designed robotic equipment has been 
developed for the SRS ultrasonic testing tank 
inspection effort. The P-Reactor tank has been 
inspected; inspection of K-Reactor is under way. 
See Section 2.1.2.3 of the EIS for details. 
Emergency notification procedures are discussed in 
Sections 2.1.3, 3.9, and 4.1.3.1 of the EIS. 
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I should also note that Mr. Thomas has said clearly in the past 
that the environmental mess at the site is the collective 
responsibility of DOE, its contractors, several Presidents, and. the 
Congress. For decades, all parties have collectively deferred or 
ignored their responsibility to deal with the related issues of 
health, safety and waste management. The bill on that deferral of 
responsibility has now come due. 

With the clarity of 20-20 hindsight, we can see that the SRS 
got into the mess it is in today because it was not subject to 
outside review. Mr. Thomas was instrumental in passage of a 
provision in the 1989 Oefense Department Authorization Bill that 
mandates an outside review panel. 

But because of excessive secrecy in the past, and the pressure 
to produce weapons-related materials, we put off until tomorrow the 
things that should have been done today. 

Retired Admiral James D. Watkins, our Secretary of Energy, has 
changed that pattern, and Congressman Thomas is strongly supportive 
of his work. However, Mr. Watkins is no stronger than those who 
carry out his orders, and it must now be made clear to all at 00E 
that safety comes first, and production comes second. 

Towards that end, Mr. Thomas is very pleased to see that the 
decision has been made by the Secretary not to restart the reactors 
until an Environmental Impact Statement has been completed and 
revi ewed . 

Like all laymen, Mr. Thomas must rely on the scientific 
expertise of others to evaluate the safety of the technical 
proposals of the EIS. He has asked officials of the State of 
Georgia to provide their own assessment, and urges that DOE also 
solicit and heed all input from the State of Georgia and qualified 
citizens. 

A special concern of Mr. Thomas in relation to current and 
future operations at SRS is environmental monitoring. In addition 
to the monitoring of air emissions at SRS, he also insists that 
ground and surface water monitoring be carried out 1.0., Georgia.. 
Based on the advice of the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, 
Mr. Thomas does not have confidence that the current monitoring of 
aquifer contamination is sufficient. 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-03 on DNFSB. 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-02 on safety. 



DOE has installed more than 900 groundwater 
monitoring wells at SRS; more are planned. As noted 
in a letter from Secretary Watkins to Congressman 
Thomas on May 3, 1990, DOE is working with the U.S. 
Geological Survey to define a scope of work for a 
study to determine if there is any groundwater flow 
under the Savannah River from South Carolina to 
Georgia. 
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DOE believes that well sites in South Carolina are sufficient 
to monitor any movement of contamination through the aquifer 
system. Mr. Thomas believes that our scientific understanding of 
movement through the complex aquifer system is not sufficient to 
justify the DOE position. 

As you know, contaminants have already been released into 
ground water that has subsequently been contained within the SRS 
reservation. However, the stakes of any catastrophic contamination 
are literally life or death in Georgia. Our aquifer system is the 
life blood of southeast Georgia. 

Consequently, if monitoring stations are not provided in 
Georgia in conformance with Georgia DNR proposals, Mr. Thomas will 
oppose funding for reactor restart or subsequent operations in any 
appropriations bill. 

Finally, we all recognize that the price tag and timetable for 
cleaning up the residue of past waste disposal practices are 
extremely high. In July, the Energy Department said it would cost 
between $66 billion and $110 billion over 25 years. The General 
Accounting Office suggested that DOE had seriously underestimated 
the real cost- Some estimates run as high as $155 billion over 
25 years. 

But the simple truth is that we cannot afford not to pay the 
bill. And we certainly cannot afford to undertake any additional 
production activities without providing for a comprehensive clean up 
of the old activities. The Department has drafted a five year plan 
on clean up, and it is imperative that the plan be carried out- 
Admiral Hatkins and the Congress have said that they are 
serious about not repeating the mistakes of the past. Mr. Thomas 
believes it is time now for both parties to back up their words with 
action. 



Response 



DOE agrees and is proceeding with the Haste 
Management and Environmental Restoration 5-Year Plan 
and other waste management activities. Please see 
the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste management 
and environmental restoration. 



Thank you for your attention, and this concludes my statement 
on behalf of Mr. Thomas. 
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Hampton, SC 
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To quote the headline in the State today, "DOE: Need for 
weapons plant may out-weigh health risks." I am outraged. Are we 
who live down wind of the Savannah River Site being declared 
expendabl e? 

I further quote, "The Federal Energy Department has tentatively 
concluded that restarting all three nuclear reactors at the Savannah 
River Site is crucial to maintain national security, even though 
that action would bring further risk to human health and an already 

severely contaminated environment." and ten paragraphs on down 

the article, "The report acknowledges that following DOE's preferred 
option — starting all three reactors — would lead to additional 
ground water contamination from radioactive tritium and hazardous 
wastes, temporary wetlands loss, fish kills and loss of habitat for 
the wood stork, an endangered species. An additional risk is the 
likelihood that cancer rates for humans could increase in the 



surrounding area. If no reactor is restarted, the report concedes, 
'cancer fatality risks — would diminish.' The report also admits 
that 'the environmental consequences of terminated operation of one 
or two of the SRS reactors would result in an approximately 
proportionate reduction in the environmental consequences.' The 
Savannah River Site is widely viewed as the most contaminated 
location in South Carolina, and critics frequently refer to the 300 
square mi 1 e f aci 1 i ty as a ' nati onal sacri f i ce zone . " 

In other words, it is just tough if a person is so unfortunate 
as to live here. I live in Hampton, S.C- I believe that God gave 
each person, animal, bird, etc an allotted number of days to live on 
this planet. Who is the DOE to decide whose days will be cut short, 
who are they to decide whose child might be born raisfigured and 
grotesque, who are they to decide who may never be born because 
his/her parents were rendered sterile because of radiation from the 
SRS. I wonder if God may not hold someone responsible for this 
outrage. I assume that the Department of Energy looks upon us as 



Section 4.1.2 of the EIS addresses the potential 
additional risk to human health resulting from the 
continued operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors. 
Section 4.1.6 addresses cumulative impacts and 
health risks from SRS and nearby facilities. The 
health effects of past operations have been (and are 
being) evaluated by independent agencies, as 
described in Appendix B; no significant health 
impacts on the general public have been identified. 
Section 3.7 (Tables 3-13 and 3-14) and annual 
environmental monitoring reports issued by DOE 
describe the extent of contamination from prior SRS 
operations. 

The environmental impacts of continued operation of 
K-, L-, and P-Reactors and the alternatives at SRS, 
are fully addressed, analyzed, and bounded in 
Section 4.1 of this EIS; this includes the 
resumption of production after an extended outage. 
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they did in the 1950s during the atomic tests in the Pacific. The 
bugs, rodents, and poor animals taken to the islands or floating on 
deserted ships were mere expendable experimental creatures just like 
we here today are. I can see no sensible reason for more tritium 
and plutonium. We have just sat at the peace table with other 
nations. Me have seen the crumble of the Berlin Wall. We have seen 
democracy rise up in Eastern Europe. We have even heard that the 
Russians say the disaster at Chernobyl is greater than they ever 
suspected. More people are ill, more people are dying, and they are 
being moved farther and farther away. Why can't our government do 
this for those of us here in order to prevent such a disaster right 
here? Why??? It is ironic when I think of our country sitting down 
at the peace table with other nations. Yes, the U.S. delegates are 
facing the others, but their hands are hidden behind their backs as 
they quickly produce more tritium and plutonium. I wonder how any 
nation can really trust us as we blather on about how thrilled we 
are with the prospects for peace as we hurriedly build more bombs to 
maintain national security. I say, "Hogwash!" It is also ironical 
at the brilliance of the DOE and their claims of great need for more 
and more tritium. If they are so smart, why put all their eggs in 
one basket? We have, according to their words, only one place in 
the United States which produces tritium. THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE! 
I shudder as I think that one wild eyed nut or one dedicated 
terrorist could simply load one bomb in a plane, fly over the SRS, 
and dive in. They would destroy the entire supply of tritium in the 
USA, destroy the facilities for making more tritium and destroy the 
entire states of South Carolina and Georgia in one stroke! 

I have read that there is great concern in the DOE for ALL the 
jobs which would be lost at the SRS. I wonder if these employees 
are enlightened as to the danger to their health while they labor at 
the Savannah River Site? Are those employes warned of the dangers 
to their health and the health of their families if the K, P, and L 
reactors are re-started? Are they given a chance to go elsewhere 
for employment if they are skeptical about their futures? Should 
they not be given this choice? Don't we live in America? Aren't 
all men created equal and have the right to expect equal rights and 
opportunity in our great nation? Don't they, too, have the right to 
live out their allotted number of days in health and happiness, and 
don't they, too have the right to healthy children. Should they not 
be given this choice? 



The Department of Energy produces tritium (and other 
nuclear materials) as directed by the Nuclear 
Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM), which 
determines the need for defense materials, and which 
is approved by the President. The most recent NWSM, 
approved by President Bush on July 12, 1990, was 
used in calculating the demand for new production of 
tritium in Appendix A. In addition, Appendix A 
considers a potential reduced-need scenario for 
tritium. 

Because detailed information on defense need 
involves national security information, nuclear 
material requirements and the production 
capabilities required to meet these demands are 
discussed in a classified appendix (Appendix A) of 
the EIS. This classified appendix was not 
distributed with the main document, but will be 
considered by DOE decisionmakers; it is available to 
those meeting security requirements. Unclassified 
information from Appendix A is included in Section 
1.2 of the EIS. DOE is working with the Federal 
Aviation Administration on rulemaking for prohibited 
airspace over SRS and several other DOE sites. 

Federal regulations and DOE Orders require 
maintenance of adequate employee radiation safety 
indoctrination and education programs and exposure 
monitoring programs for all SRS employees and the 
surrounding environment. DOE requires that 
employees receive their exposure histories 
annually. (DOE, 1988a, "Radiation Protection for 
Occupational Workers," DOE Order 5400.11; OSHA, 
29 CFR 1910.96 et seq; Radiation, Occupational 
Exposure) . 
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As Hugo was approaching last summer I worried lest it go that 
way and cause a great disaster at SRS. Thank God, it missed the 
SRS. As you look around Charleston even today, think how things 
might have looked had Hugo struck the Savannah River Site. Disaster 
can come in more ways than just the dropping of a bomb. Disaster 
could be impending at this moment as we continue to pollute and 
contaminate our planet. Why do our people act as if we have another 
planet to flee to when we wear this one out? I implore upon you to 
call a halt to the needless restarting of the K, P, and L reactors 
or pass a bill to allow those of us who want to get out of here to 
be given just compensation for the properties we own which hold us 
financial hostages here! 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on need. 
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I'm here to urge the DOE to keep the reactors shut down. How 
can you justify restart? 

Last year 1 left the environmental impact hearing feeling 
discouraged and depressed. Mine was only one voice. My friends and 
other citizens spoke convincingly and eloquently. You people see us 
as uninformed troublemakers. The government will tell us what is 
best for all of us. I may not be a scientist, but I know a 
dangerous and threatening situation when I see one. Don't tell me 
we need more nuclear weapons. We have mo re than enough. If we keep 
poisoning our earth, there won't be anything left to defend. And 
there won't be anyone here to use the weapons anyway. 

I'm tired of all the propaganda and lies. It's a sad note that 
our government deceives us and tries to tell us what is best and 
that they're going to do it anyway. 

We must redirect our focus if this country, indeed this planet, 
is to survive. Shut down weapons production. Clean up these 
contaminated sites. Stop poisoning our water, air and soil. 
Continue to work on arms reduction. 

Our money needs to be spent on making life better for every 
citizen. Look at our poor educational systems. Look at the 
ever-increasing crime problems. Look at the health needs of our 
citizens. In my work with communication disorders I frequently see 
military dependents who cannot afford the speech therapy which has 
been recommended. The government does not cover the cost of such 
services. Instead, it builds nuclear weapons and wants to continue 
building more. What are we saying to these children? 

We must refocus our energy and our money before it is too 
late. I urge you not to restart those deadly reactors, which will 
further contaminate our environment and threaten this entire area. 
Choose life over the ever-present threat of illness and death 
represented by SRS. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope 
of this EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environment restoration. The 
Administration is working on arms reduction. 
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S-5 STATEMENT OF PAMELA BLOCKEY-O'BRIEN 

Statement to the United States Department of Energy, 

May 31st. 1990, Concerning the Continued Operation of K, L, and 

P Reactors at the Savannah River Nuclear Site, Aiken, 

South Carolina, and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Pertaining Thereto 

By Pamela Blockey-O'Brien, member, International Fellowship of 
Reconciliation, on behalf of: 

The International Fellowship of Reconciliation (I.F.O.R) 
National Clergy and Laity Concerned, Rev. Emory R. Searcy Jr., 
Executive Director. 

Atlanta Clergy and Laity Concerned 

n I am Pamela Blockey-O'Brien, member of the International 

t Fellowship of Reconciliation, which was founded in Great Britain and 

$ is the world's oldest religious-pacifist organization. We work on 

<-° human rights, nuclear disarmament, world hunger, environmental 

issues and issues of social and economic injustice worldwide. IFOR 
is a Non-Governmental Organization in consultative status with the 
United Nations on behalf of humanity. IFOR has had seven Nobel 
Peace Prize winners amongst members. I am also representing 
National Clergy and Laity Concerned and Atlanta Clergy and Laity 
Concerned. Clergy and Laity Concerned is composed of people of 
faith working for peace and justice and the betterment of the. human 
condition. 

To use a Quaker expression, I am here today to "speak truth to 
power". I am here with a great sense of sadness because the reason 
for the intended restart of these reactors is for the production of 
plutonium and tritium for the manufacture of nuclear araments, which 
not only violate the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and violate the 1977 
Geneva Protocol on Humanitarian Law applicable in armed conflict, 
nuclear weapons also violate international law, the Nuremberg 
Principles, the London Accords of 1945 and the Genocide Convention, 
Article 2, Section C in particular, as I have said at a previous 
hearing. Any nation manufacturing them not only violates human 
laws, but also the ethical and moral teachings set forth by all 
major world religions. 
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I am also filled with a sense of hopelessness, as I know the 
Department of Energy will restart these reactors regardless. 
There's too much greed and money at stake not to - after all, the 
DOE is the world's largest research and development complex, 
government owned and contractor operated. Companies who contract 
with the DOE/Pentagon/DOD circuit make staggering amounts of money. 
That money rarely trickles down to the workforce, whose potential 
job loss the DOE pretends to worry about if the reactors don't 
restart. $1 Billion in 1981 dollars spent on guided missile 
production equals 9,000 jobs, but spent on educational services 
creates 63,000 jobs or on air, water and soild waste pollution 
control, 16,500 jobs. The Defense Economic Adjustment Act {HR 101) 
would cover defense related employee layoff situations as the 
workforce at Savannah River Nuclear Site would face, guaranteeing 
temporary income maintenance and relocation allowances and 
occupational retraining of military industry employees. Why not 
support that? 

Now to the matter of the reactor restarts and the DEIS: 

It's bad enough that the Department of Energy is pushing 
dangerous, chromosome changing food irradiation, in an attempt to 
create extra demand for cesium-137 - which is a by-product of 
plutonium extraction and used for food irradiation - so more cesium 
will be needed than can be obtained from current military wastes, 
and congress may then allow the DOE to reprocess commercial spent 
fuel, in the name of helping the radiation technology industry, who 
would get their hoped for $240 million a year plus profit, while the 
DOE extracts plutonium from commercial wastes for use in weapons - 
and you touch on this commercial aspect in a roundabout way on p. 
2-66 and 1.1. And its even worse that the DOE along with the 
Nuclear Power Industry is waiting for the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (with help from E.P.A) to finish getting something called 
Below Regulatory Concern past an unsuspecting public and congress - 
Below Regulatory Concern being a plan to deregulate over 30% of this 
nations misnamed "low-level" radioactive wastes, many of which 
remain radioactive for thousands of years, so it can be poured in 
streams, down sewers and dumped in local landfills nationwide while 
the public is told its harmless, so the DOE gets to save part of the 
over $100 Billion it faces in cleanup costs and the nuclear 
utilities save over $620 million in theirs, while both DOE and the 
utilities create the worst long term health disaster in human 



No decision will be made on the alternatives in this 
Final EIS until at least 30 days after the 
Environmental Protection Agency's Notice of 
Availability is published in the Federal Register. 



DOE is studying the Defense Conversion Adjustment 
Program under the recently passed FY 1991 Defense 
Appropriations Bill to determine its applicability 
to SRS, and other DOE, employees. 



DOE is not proposing to operate the SRS reactors to 
make cesium. 
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history. Even the nationwide "assumed" death rates for Below 
Regulatory Concern have been calculated, 1 in 10,000, this is 
premeditated murder, something the Department of Energy, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and the nuclear utilities have long been 
guilty of under "ALARA", and now, the Department of Energy is at it 
again with this horrible, misleading Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement prepared by 7 people with DOE affiliation, 31 from NUS 
Corporation, and they've used approximately 133 DuPont and DOE 
related references, plus some from Westinghouse, the NRC and only a 
handful from other sources. So this is hardly an objective report. 
To confuse the US public and to make figures appear lower to them, 
the metric system has been used, and you even "re-explain" words in 
common usage, such as "severe accident", as DOE's idea of a severe 
accident differs from most people's. Let's look at safety, security 
and accidents first: 

P. 4-101 says no Savannah River traffic would have an effect on 
safety of Savannah River Nuclear Site Reactors. How about a 
terrorist with a hand-held rocket launcher on a passing chartered 
boat? 

P. 4-100 shows approximately 4,000 flights a year over the site 
since air space restriction was lifted in 1976. All you need is one 
chartered plane, one terrorist willing to die for a cause and one 
suitcase sized one megaton nuclear bomb and you can kiss two states 

goodbye. I suggest you shut down that airspace now . 

Heavy water is used as a neutron moderator and recirculating 
primary coolant. Ever heard of the "cod liver oil factor"? During 
World War II, even British Intelligence intended to sabotage heavy 
water produced at Norsk HydroElectric if it fell into German hands 
by a cupful of cod liver oil, to render the heavy water useless as a 
moderator. Though it's a matter of public record if you know where 
to look, I don't intend to publicize the exact method one needs to 
employ to every mentally deranged person between here and the Middle 
East. 

On P. 4-71/72 it goes into how severe accident risks are 
evaluated. We get three paragraphs of double-speak on an accident 
characterization and three phases of Probabilistic Risk Assessments 
which read like a bad joke. You DON'T 'estimate the frequencies of 
various "incidents" and expected frequencies of releases of 



The aircraft overflights and Savannah River traffic 
referred to in Chapter 4 of the EIS are normal, 
expected occurrences and do not include deliberate 
acts of terrorism. Section 2.1.5 discusses 
safeguards and security. In addition, DOE is 
working with the Federal Aviation Administration on 
rulemaking for prohibited airspace over SRS and 
several other DOE sites. 



The details of site security measures taken to 
protect against threats to nuclear facilities are 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 



The analyses of both design-basis and severe 
accidents, including the most current information 
available on the probabilistic risk assessment for 
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radioactivity that could set off an accident and combine those 
estimates with probabilities of failures of accident prevention 
systems and project from that bunch of horsefeathers a 
"probabilistic risk assessment" - you should ask the one question 
that is nowhere of be found in this entire document, - ask: " What 
ha ppens if the whole darn thing blows skyhiqh and there's total 
meltdown? " But no, most of your little charts and pages of 
consequence assessments deal with 2 hour exposures and between 1% 
and 32 of core damage - the same as 0.02462 release of core 
damaged- Then, to add insult to injury DOE implies the consequences 
will be negligible and the public has no need to worry. 

Hell, let's see about that. Since you are using 2% to 3% 
releases, let us compare one Savannah River Site reactor with 
Chernobyl. Chernobyl had a MINOR accident in nuclear terms. 
Chernobyl had a 3 to 42 release and no meltdown, only partial. 
Chernobyl had a containment dome. Savannah River Site reactors do 
not... At Chernobyl, a one thousand ton steel cover plate was lifted 
off the reactor and blown to smithereens, the fire raged 10 days, 
the radioactive cloud at first stretched from Kracow to Kiev, 500 
odd miles, then dumped heavily across 20 countries and then went 
round the world. Around Chernobyl at the present, one thousand 
square miles are so contaminated they are unfit for any habitation 
forever, and over 4 million people in Ukraine, Byelorussia and 
Western Russia live on contaminated land. U.S. doctors had 
predicted between 15,000 and 135,000 extra cancer cases, well, there 
are already an estimated 35,000 to 160,000 CHILDREN with cancer and 
roughly 1.6 million people already suffering results of high 
radiation. Have you told the people of Georgia and South Carolina 
what that means to them? No. So I have a chart here I made, 
nothing fancy, not the high tech computer stuff you're used to, but 
made with considerable care, love and concern for the people of both 
states and the wrkers on the Savannah River Site. The chart 
compares the needed, immediate evacuation area around Savannah River 
Site, based on a variety of factors from Chernobyl and other 
sources, such as child exposure, wind directions etc. You actually 
get an almost immediate rough tear-drop shaped area that has the 
most severe contamination, i.e., the area round the side and the 
major plume area. 

You say you incorporated information from Chernobyl into 
evacuation plans. I say there's no way that you did. Your 



these reactors, are presented in Section 4.1.3 of 
the EIS. The information in the EIS on accident 
risks is consistent with the current state of the 
art for probabilistic risk assessments, and the best 
estimate available at the present time. The severe 
accident risk assessment assumes a 100-percent core 
melt. DOE does not imply that the consequences of a 
severe accident are negligible, but rather that the 
risk to the general public is low. 



The accident at the Chernobyl Station involved an 
explosive destruction of the reactor core followed 
by combustion of the graphite moderator. The 
nuclear physics of the SRS reactors do not permit 
the explosive self-destruct mechanism; also, the SRS 
reactors are moderated with heavy water, which does 
not burn. The Chernobyl reactor type is built 
without a containment dome and essentially all of 
the core fission products were available for 
release. The lack of containment domes at SRS and 
Chernobyl reactors does not imply an equal potential 
for accidents. Releases from SRS reactors from 
design-basis and severe accidents are presented in 
Section 4.1.3. 
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evacuation only goes 10 miles from the site according to what you 
say on p. 3-61. You'd need to evacuate everyone immediately in a 30 
mile radius of the Site boundary and a swath 60 miles wide and 60 
miles long along the plume wind direction path added to that - a 
total of 90 miles. All pregnant women and children under 16 and the 
elderly to be taken an extra 10 miles to a total of 100 miles 
minimum. Everybody out, not to return. If the plume headed for the 
coast and Savannah, the poor people would have to try and out swim it 
- even a Dunkirk type rescue wouldn't work, the entire Savannah 
River and South Carolina/Georgia coastal waters, air, soil will be 
contaminated. If the wind direction went upcoast, you're talking 
Charleston, North Carolina, Virginia, if its west, you're talking 
middle Georgia, Alabama. You couldn't do it and you know it. Have 
you told the Savannah River Site workers with such an accident 
they'll either die quickly or slowly from radiation sickness with 
its bloody diarrhea, vomiting, bleeding under the skin? You say in 
here you'll take people to Fort Gordon Eisenhower Army Medical 
Center just up the road - be serious. The whole of Fort Gordon will 
be running for its life. Hundreds of thousands of people will be 
involved, there will be chaos and panic, traffic accidents tying up 
rural roads, terrified families trying to reach relatives, the 
University of South Carolina system alone would have about 26,000 
terrified young people trying to get out, in Georgia there's a 
college in Statesboro I believe. By the time it was all over even 
Donald Trump couldn't finance the sized morgue you'd need. On page 
2-55, it says in case of major accident Savannah River Nuclear Site 
has emergency operations centers in the vicinity of the site and the 
technical support center is on the site. This is insane. Have you 
told those people far enough away who may stand a chance if they 
evacuate quickly, never to return, that no insurance policy in the 
world covers nuclear accident that I know of? 



The emergency plans for SRS reactors identify 
evacuation and sheltering plans that match the 
appropriate range of potential accidents, as 
described in Section 3.9 of the EIS. 



S-05-09 



Further, concerning accidents - in another offsite evacuation 
plan calculated to other factors, p. 4-87, maximum evacuation is 
about 20 miles. The confinement of radioactivity depends on exhaust 
air filters, which in turn depend on a continuous flow of exhaust 
air, that in turn depends on the successful operation of the 
confinement heat removal system, but if the exhaust air exceeds 
340°C, the activated carbon beds in the confinement filters will 
catch fire. Assuming all this depending on something else does 
work, but there is a fire/explosion, DOE intends to avert 
catastrophe by turning on a sprinkler system (see table 4-81) what 
happens if the sprinkler system doesn't work? 



Systems important to the safety of reactor operation 
are designed with sufficient redundancy to ensure 
their functions can be performed in the event of an 
accident. The severe accident analysis presented in 
Section 4.1.3 of the EIS includes accident sequences 
in which the Airborne Activity Confinement System is 
assumed not to function, and describes their 
consequences. 
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DOE is so determined to play down the plutonium-for-bomb- 
production factor the deadly plutonium issue is barely addressed, 
and in one of the places where it is, p. 4-72 concerning accidents 
being more likely to occur with a plutonium production charge than a 
tritium production charge - you say "negligible risk" accident 
initiators such as this, are NOT considered, as although the 
initiating event may be more , probable than others, the quantity of 
radioactive materials released would be less. DOE knows very well 
it's not necessarily quantity - Plutonium in tiny amounts is far 
more deadly than tritium, tritium having a half-life of 12 years and 
plutonium-239 has a half-life of 24,000 years and full hazardous 
life of 240,000 years, its so deadly it was named after the 
mythological God of Hell and Lord of the Underworld (plouton). 
Then, on p 4-97 you finally come out and say, in one line, that all 
vour paoes of severe accident analysis in this book are based on a 
tritium production charge accident, though as we've seen the 
plutonium production charge accident is more likely, and the 
paragraph that follows, on plutonium, is not even worthy of comment. 

Pages 4-134 through 138 cover everything from containment 
domes, to internal containment structures, a detritiation system on 
to confinement improvements to elevated piping concepts under 
"mitigation measures". These fanciful ideas for improving safety 
show the LOUSY condition these reactors are really in, and show 
repairs would cost a minimum of $1,575,000,000 BILLION dollars. The 
entire section on what needs to be done reminds me of a bunch of ten 
year olds trying to fix a broken kite for the hundredth time. No 
wonder you don't intend to do any of them. The safety improvements 
that you da intend to do, p. 2-15 through 2-20 and 2-24 read like a 
check-list by a farmer trying to fix his pre-World War II farm 
equipment and barn: 

Get someone to watch out for fires and add smoke alarms, check 
the welding, replace fan bearings and belt, replace the joints, get 
new pump motor starters, re-inforce the exhaust stack, and install 
all sorts of "state of the art" gadgets and lots of computers. 
State of the art, in the way the multi-million dollar Hubble space 
telescope antenna wouldn't work perhaps? As to computers, how many 
times have people heard the phrase "the computer is down?" 

Speaking of things being down, we get to earthquakes. 
P. 3-12/13. There are many earthquake faults under the site, one 



The present requirements of the NWSH are for the 
production of tritium, not plutonium-239. However, 
plutonium is not volatile and would tend to remain 
in the reactor, reactor building, or filter system 
rather than disperse in the atmosphere. As a 
consequence, the contribution to the effective dose 
equivalent to a member of the public resulting from 
the quantities of plutonium postulated to be 
released in the design-basis accident is about 60 
mrem, as listed in Section 4.1.3.1.4 of the EIS. 



Please see response to Comment S-01-02 on safety. 



Seismic upgrades responsive to the concerns of 
0NFSB, NAS/NAE, ACNFS, and individuals are being 
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directly under L-reactor. You don't even know how one of them, the 
Pen Branch fault, might move. The Pen Branch fault overlies the 
Dunbarton fault. DOE maintains the Pen Branch fault is "not 
considered capable". Under Nuclear Regulatory Commission reactor 
siting criteria, the NRC decided in its wisdom, that a fault is only 
considered capable of moving if, amongst other things, it has moved 
within the last 35,000 years or is related to another capable 
fault. I find it amazing that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
believes it understands the workings of the Universe to the point of 
being able to predict earthquakes, in particular that the DOE even 
listens, since you've had two recent earthquakes on site, one of 
them basically UNDER K-reactor which you wish to crank up again, 
which was felt 100 miles away. You say a recent report on that 
earthquake predicts a recurrence rate of 1 year for a magnitude 2.0 
earthquake for the southeast coastal plain - of course it could turn 
out to be an 8.0 - but says historic data to calculate recurrence 
rates accurately are sparse. Perhaps you could ask the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission again P. 2-10 says the reactors are being 

qualified to earthquake criteria that have been accepted by the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission for commercial nuclear power plants 
licensed before 1974. God help us... DOE upgrading against 
earthquakes includes shoring up the reactor stack, fixing the 
control room ceiling so the tiles don't fall in the reactor and 
adding emergency lighting. I'm sure we'll all sleep better knowing 
that. 

Now all your five reactors not only sit on top of a bunch of 
earthquake faults and epicenters, with C-reactor full of cracks, 
they also sit on top of an approximately 300 foot deep series of 
layers of sand, sand and carbonates, silty sand and of thin clay 
layers, that are locally waterbearing. Not a very solid foundation. 
Then comes a thin layer of clay no more than 10 feet thick at its 
thickest point, and under that - an aquifer. WATER. Then more 
clay. Then more aquifers divided with clay, the bottom one is the 
Middendorf - also known as the Tuscaloosa aquifer which crosses 4 
states and supplies vital ground and drinking water. Solvents from 
the Savannah River Site have been found in it. There are 68 of your 
famous "seepage basins" on site. These are unlined holes in the 
ground. 31 are full of chemicals, 37 full of radioactive seepage 
such as Strontium-90 and Cesium 137, and 17 seep raw chemical 
waste. Strontium-90 migrating from F-area reprocessing seepage 
basins has reached concentrations in the near surface groundwater 
and in a creek 42,500 times greater than EPA drinking water 



implemented at SRS reactors before the resumption of 
production, as described in Section 2.1. 



The Black Creek-Mi ddendorf Formation in South 
Carolina, which was once known as the Tuscaloosa 
aquifer, discharges to the Savannah River in the 
vicinity of SRS, as described in Section 3.4.2 of 
the EIS. This aquifer is not believed to be 
hydraulically continuous with the formation of that 
name in Georgia. The toxic chemical contamination 
of that aquifer was caused by chlorinated 
hydrocarbons, which are confined within the SRS 
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standards. What do you think this does to migrating birds and 
wildlife who may stop for a drink? Let alone people downstream? 
The groundwater below M area seepage basin and above the Tuscaloosa 
is extremely contaminated with chlorinated hydrocarbons and moving 
towards Jackson, SC. This is all outrageous. Attempted cleanup, 
which I understand ejects the chlorinated hydrocarbons into the AIR, 
could take 40 years. On page 5-12, EPA has placed the entire 
Savannah River Nuclear site on the National Priorities list for 
cleanup and you have 5 Superfund sites. Over the years those who 
operated the site dumped uranium, industrial degreasers, acids, 
caustics and metals into streams on site, like Tims Branch to the 
north. 00E is negotiating settlement agreements so that means none 
of that will probably be cleaned up. Yet in this report, DOE and 
its report preparers have the unmitigated gall not to say one single 
thing about how the entire site has been polluted. There is not one 
line I could find saying you're allowed to average out radioactive 
contaminants to air, water, soil etc. over a year so they seem 
less. Not one line saying tritium was in the rain 45 times higher 
than background, or in vegetables off-site 70 times above 
background, in fish 46 times, and in water 46 times above 
background. Not one line that fish had cesium-137 levels 30 times 
background and river sediment five times background, or that fish 
eggs and larvae are contaminated or killed by radioactive muck all 
the time. Even the infamous Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
has a section that tries to do a good job, underfunded as it is and 
they too say the elevated cesium and tritium levels are due to 
Savannah River Site. The DOE? DuPont? 



Westinghouse clique is responsible for vegetation off site with 
34,700 pci/kg of tritium in it, fish with 22,400 pci/kg tritium in 
it. Plutonium was dumped in cardboard boxes for over 30 years, and 
boiling radioactive water spewed into creeks and wetlands. Under 
NRC's "ALARA" which allows these reactors you wish to restart and 
every commercial reactor in the nation to only keep radioactive 
emissions "as low as reasonably achievable" depending on how much 
money contractors/DOE budget for safety, radioactive gunk has been 
released all over the place even though NRC and DOE and the nuclear 
industry knows people are getting ill and dying as a result. And 
you want to continue this? On P. 5-12 Concerning air quality, all 



boundary, and are currently being removed by 
recovery wells and an air stripper. The Black 
Creek-Middendorf aquifer lies 400-900 feet below the 
surface of SRS and is generally protected by several 
impermeable clay or other lithologic formations. 
Monitoring wells have been installed in the aquifer 
to detect any type of contamination. Over the 
35-year SRS operating period, no radioactive 
contamination has been detected off site in the Black 
Creek-Middendorf aquifer as a result of past 
operations, and none is expected from continuing 
reactor operation. (Please see the EIS on Waste 
Management for Groundwater Protection, DOE/EIS-0120. ) 



For the past 40 years, national and international 
radiation safety organizations National Council on 
Radiation Protection and Measurement (NCRP&M) and 
International Council on Radiation Protection (ICRP) 
have recommended annual limits on exposure to 
workers and members of the public. These include 
limits on intake via air, food, and water 
(International Commission on Radiological Protection 
1979, Limits for Intakes of Radionuclides by 
Workers, ICRP Publication 30, Pergamon Press), which 
lead to limits on annual average concentrations in 
envi ronmental media. Concentrations in 
environmental media accessible to the public and the 
doses resulting from their intake are well below 
applicable standards, as described in Section 3.7 of 
the EIS. 

The monitored concentrations of tritium and other 
radionuclides in vegetation, milk, fish, and other 
environmental media are reported in annual 
environmental reports (e.g., Savannah River Site 
Environmental Report for 1988 . WSRC-RP-89-59-1 ) . 
These concentrations, by themselves, are meaningless 
without being converted into effective doses to 
people; maximum and average individual doses that 
might result from these concentrations are also 
presented in these reports. As indicated in Section 
3.7.1, the maximum dose to a hypothetical individual 
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existing on-site facilities including reactors, are not required to 
comply with any standards of worth, so the Clean Air Act basically 
doesn't apply here. Under Air Pollution Control Regulations no 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants are 
required either as DOE points out the reactors were built before the 
regulations went into effect - how convenient. 



Furthermore, the DOE seems to have invented its own allowable 
population exposure rates by adding 200 mrem a year to background 
levels, saying it's from radon in homes. This is rubbish. Whilst 
radon is very dangerous and of great concern and should be checked 
{and if you can't afford to check it, open the windows and vent the 
basement to help get rid of it), federal and private surveys of over 
5,000 Georgia homes indicated only 10 to 15% of them had serious 
radon levels. Even naturally occurring background radiation is 
dangerous. There is no safe level of radiation exposure contrary to 
popular belief. Across Georgia, background variation varies from an 
average of 40 m/rem year plus/minus 7, to 96 m/rem year plus/minus 
11. There are a few areas of massive exceptions, such as the Dawson 
Forest Wildlife Management Area once the so-called Georgia Nuclear 
Aircraft Lab run by Lockheed who left old reactors and contaminated 
junk everywhere and its still glowing, or areas next to the reactor 
on the Georgia Tech campus, and a couple of beach areas. However, 
the lowest background radiation in Georgia is in the southeast and 
northwest. Total average naturally occurring background radiation 
levels in Georgia go up to about 106 mrem/year, and even if DOE adds 
figures for medical /consumer exposure etc, which it should not that 
would come up to 159 m/rem a year, not your big total of 361.2 in 
order to disguise SRS contamination within 50 miles. International, 
global background radiation averages are in the 100-125 m/rem year 
range. Besides, I doubt DOE measured radon levels in every house 
and apartment in an 80 km/50 mile radius of the site. Page 3-50 
says Savannah River Site environmental radioactivity contributed 0.1 
mrem year to the exposure in the 50 mile vicinity. That is untrue. 



remaining at the boundary 24 hours per day, 365 day: 
per year, has been less than 0.6 mrem per year. An 
individual would receive an additional dose and 
radiation health risk six times as great (2.4 mrem 
per year) merely by moving from Savannah, Georgia 
(average altitude about 45 feet), to Charlotte, 
North Carolina (average altitude about 765 feet), 
from the increase in natural cosmic rays. 

As noted and referenced in Section 3.7, the estimate 
of an average of 200 mrem per year from radon in 
U.S. homes was made by the National Council on 
Radiation Protection and Measurements. 



The most recent estimate of worldwide exposure from 
natural radiation (in United Nations Scientific 
Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation, 1988) 
is 2.4 mi Hi Si everts (240 mrem) per year, compared 
to the value of 296 mrem per year listed for the 
United States in Table 3-9. 
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You expose people to average annual direct levels of 60 mrem a year 
plus/minus 9 mrem almost up to your 50 mile radius, and that DOESN'T 
include all the other contamination and exposure from all the other 
sources I mentioned earlier. The NRC/DOE use ficticious models of a 
human, usually an adult male superman type and computer models etc. 
on which to base exposure rates, they also do a lot of assuming, 
speculation and hypothetical situation models. In real life, small 
children are 40 times more at risk from any radiation exposure, and 
a woman's risk of developing cancer after exposure to radiation is 
twice that of a man, according to the National Academy of Science. 
But women and children don't count with the NRC and DOE nor do other 
life forms, like plants, animals, birds. A 1979 National Academy of 
Science report said virtually every type of cancer — blood, breast, 
lung, digestive system and others - can be initiated by radiation 
exposure, and heart disease, aplastic anemia, cataracts, shortened 
life-span and weakening of the immune response system has been 
linked to radiation exposure. Maybe the Surgeon General should go 
after the nuclear pushers for a change, but I suppose that might put 
the nuclear industry and nuclear military industrial complex out of 

business I digress - to continue: German studies say children 

are 10 times more sensitive to radiation, and the fetus 20 times 
more sensitive. In a Critical Analysis of the Official Regulatory 
Guides of the USA and West Germany, the Institut fur Energie und 
Unweltforschung at Heidelberg shows something you never even 
consider, namely that radiation amounts from the transfer from soil 
to plants, plants to animal products and then from the 
gastro-intestinal tract into blood are substantially underestimated, 
in part because the chemical form of the radionuclides in the food 
chains are often neglected — such as Cobalt-60 bound in Vitamin 
B-12; and so that problems with Plutonium concern resorption rates 
of plutonium depending on its chemical form in the environment, as 
well as the changing oxidi2ation state of plutonium under varying 
chemical conditions, so that, for example, plutonium contamination 
from reactors taken up by plants or in chlorinated boiling water for 
coffee or food can be up to 1,000 fold higher than calculated by 
official recommendations. Your report doesn't say much about 
plutonium exposure effects does it? Let alone stuff like this. But 
then, I knew it wouldn't. There is also nothing on the effects unto 
succeeding generations, although there is ample data on what happens 
in the way of genetic defects, and results from the Bikini atoll 
areas where women gave birth to what can kindly be classified as 
blobs of Jello. The Right-to-Life organizations may also be 
interested in spontaneous abortion rates and infant mortality near 
nuclear reactors. 



DOE is unaware of any basis for a value of 60 

mi Hi rem per year from SRS emissions; the comment 

might confuse monitoring data that report the total 

of the direct radiation exposures in mi Hi Roentgen 

via TLDs from natural sources and. the SRS 

contribution. 



Dose models used in the EIS include the 
environmental transfer and dose parameters accepted 
by responsible scientific and regulatory agencies. 
Please see the response to Comment S-05-14. 



Section 4.1.6.4.14 of the EIS discusses cumulative 
health effects. 
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But let's get back to K, L, and P reactors. Groundwater 
contamination at their sites includes lead, trichloroethyelene, 
mercury, acids and benzene. Now to add to all the contamination and 
problems I have listed, not only do you want to restart these 
reactors, this report says you are going to build a huge incinerator 
on site, the Consolidated Incineration Facility, to burn hazardous, 
mixed and low-level radioactive wastes, that will pour everything 
from dioxins on down into the environment. Plus, you'll build a 
Defense Waste Processing facility for high level radioactive waste, 
plus you're going to dump 30,000 curies of tritium a year into Upper 
Three Runs Creek, you're also building a saltstone disposal 
facility, a new low-level radioactive waste dump/storage facility 
and a hazardous waste dump. For crying out loud, according to your 
own figures in here, you've already GOT 33,817,600 gallons (I 
converted it) of high level liquid radioactive waste in storage (p. 
3-59) plus 18,347,000 cubic feet of low level solid radioactive 
waste in storage you don't know what to do with nor how to render 
harmless, and with restart you're going to generate over a million 
cubic feet more of low level rad-waste and 39,900 cubic tons of 
deadly transuram'c waste to name but a. few things. With restart, 
the reactors are going to need to withdraw 10,303,800 gallons of 
water a day , out of the aquifers, and the new things you're building 
are going to use groundwater at a rate of 3,963,000 gallons a day 
— but Lo and Behold - the Department of Energy doesn't consider 
these flow rates to create major problems or impacts on off-site 
groundwater users. That's a total of almost 585 million gallons a 
year and we've got global weather changes, like droughts, global 
warming etc. staring us in the face. The combination of these 
factors could have ghastly reactor consequences in terms of 
accident. Historically, in this area, even there have been some 
terrible droughts. You say you need a water flow of 138 cubic 
meters a second to keep the reactors going. Thats 4,872 cubic feet 
a second, and keeping fish and wildlife going requires 4884 cubic 
feet a second and that these flows must be out of Augusta. Well 
I've got news for you, even without global warming to deal with, 
during the 1939 drought, the minimum flow out of Augusta was 648 
cubic feet a second, almost 4,000 cubic feet per second lower. If 
that happened once, it can happen again. While I'm on the subject 
of weather, p. 4-99, the maximum historic flood for Savannah River 
is npi 36 meters - or 118 feet, its 148.36 feet and that was in 
1929, and in 1798 it reached 142.06 ft, both at Augusta. The 1929 
figure is even above your calculated flood stage for the "domino" 
failure of upriver dams by about 5 feet. You could definitely have 



The Consolidated Incineration Facility will be the 
subject of an Environmental Assessment. The Defense 
Waste Processing Facility and its associated waste 
management options were examined in an earlier EIS 
(DOE/EIS-0082) and an Environmental Assessment 
(DOE/EA-0179). Section 3.8 of the EIS discusses 
other waste management facilities and waste 
treatment methodologies. Also, please see the 
response to Comment S-02-02 on waste management and 
envi ronmental restorati on . 



DOE withdraws about 28 cubic meters (988 cfs) per 
second from the Savannah River for three-reactor and 
D-Area powerhouse cooling and returns 90 percent of 
that discharge to the river. Multipurpose 
reservoirs operating since 1953, 1961, and 1983 have 
prevented severe flooding recently, and maintained 
flows during a recent 3-year drought. The 
138-cubic-meter-per-second flow is necessary to 
maintain river water levels at pump intake 
elevations. Please see Section 3.4.1.4 of the EIS. 



The maximum flood at SRS was 118 feet (MSL); at 
Augusta, where the river elevation is 20 to 30 feet 
higher than at SRS, the flood stage was 148 feet 
(MSL). 
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flooded supply pumps and be in serious trouble not only with the 
reactors, but all the other groundwater contamination would be moved 
rapidly towards populated areas I would imagine. 

Last, but not least, I have a comment on the Nuclear Weapons 
Stockpile Memorandum, p. 1-2, which is a document that establishes 
production levels and retirement of nuclear weapons, which the 
President approves. DOE is the party responsible for developing and 
maintaining a capability to produce the nuclear materials etc. The 
Department of Energy and of Defense lay out what they say they need, 
it appears, then its sent via the National Security Council to the 
President for approval. The Department of Energy could 
theoretically say anything it liked in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 
Memorandum. The current Memorandum was approved by Reagan on 
January 19th, 1989, just before his leaving office and authorizes 
weapons building through FY 1994. It is highly unlikely that Reagan 
even read it, and even if he did, even more unlikely that he could 
have understood it. Since it is equally unlikely that the 
Department of Energy tells the President that they've contaminated 
everything in sight, and intend to restart a bunch of aged, decrepit 
reactors on top of earthquake faults, and that besides killing 
people under "ALARA", you're going to continue to kill them every 
which way you can or make them ill, I took the liberty of sending 
President Bush this testimony and asking him to stop this terrible 
state of affairs. 

When I consider what the Department of Energy has done over the 
years, and what its contractors, like DuPont, have done at the 
Savannah River Nuclear Site I am reminded of the vision of St. John, 
who said: "And I looked, and behold a pale horse, and his name that 
sat on him was Death, and Hell followed with him." If the Savannah 
River Nuclear Site reactors are not all shut down and the site 
cleaned up, - if DOE persists in restarting K, L, and P reactors, 
one of these days the people will look up and see Death coming at 
them, with Hell right behind. Remember the words of the 15th 
Century Hindu religious reformer from India, Tulsidas, who said: 
"This and this alone is true religion - to serve thy brethren. This 
is sin above all other sin, to harm thy brethren." Stop harming 
your brethren. Stop this restart. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for nuclear materials and the NWSM. 
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Shaded area indicates location of Tusca- 
loosa Group Formation. (East of central 
Georgia , the formal ion is known as 
Middendorf.) 

Dashes enclose area where there are out- 
crops from the Tuscaloosa aquifer. (The 
aquifer does noi outcrop on the Savannah 
River Plant.) 
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From Chernobyl 
Yo Atlanta*.. 
Radiation in tho Wind 

The fret news of the Chernobyl nuclear 
disaster in the Soviet Ukraine did not reach 
the West by wire service or television. It 
arrived on the wind. 

The fire at Unit No. 4 ol the Chernobyl 
nuclear power station was 2 days old on the 
morning of Apr! 28, 1986, when radiation 
monitors on Sweden's Baltic coast— 600 
miles downwind— recorded a sharp rise in 
radtoactMly. Soviet television didnl report 
the list details of the accident until that 
evening. 

Afchough some ol the radioadwiy to 
beloved to have been dispersed by an initial 
explosion and fire. Dr. Marvin H. Dickerson, 
who coordinated tracking of Chernobyl 
radiation for the Lawrence Uvermore 
National Laboratory in Uvermore, Calf., 
says Its spread appears to have been aided 
by thunderstorms in the area the night ol the 
accident— and by a frontal system between 
the Ukraine and Scandinavia. 

Whatever the reason, within two weeks 
laflout from Chernobyl had spread 




April 27 



Uayl 



May 6 



S«m^U»ffMc^Lfc»ni»i» National Uboratey, Qowgla Enviionmantal Protection DMaJon 



throughout most ol the Northern 
Hemisphere. 

By May 9, particles of radioactive 
cesium. Iodine and ruthenium from the 
accident reached Atlanta— more than 
10.000 miles downwind. 

Anhough the faftout posed no immediate 
threat to public healh, airborne radioactivity 
in the Atlanta area remained high for more 
than a month—twice reaching 
concentrations 400 times higher than 
normal. For six weeks, traces of 
Chemobyfs I aDoul angered in Georgia's 
ram, vegetation and milk. 

—Mike Toner 
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S-06-01 



MR. MOSS: My name is Dean Moss. I am the General Manager of 
the Beaufort Jasper Water and Sewer Authority in Beaufort, South 
Carolina. We are the principal water supplier for Beaufort and 
Jasper County. We are one of those statistics in your report in 
terms of exposure. We serve about 50,000 people now out of the 
Savannah River; we're projecting at least 100,000 people in the 
future. 

At this point, the river, in our opinion, constitutes the main 
reliable future supply for drinking water in Beaufort and Jasper 
Counties, South Carolina and in all probability, Chatham County, 
Georgia. The groundwater resource under Savannah and coastal South 
Carolina is being depleted and the river constitutes, in our 
opinion, the long-term safe supply. 

When we reviewed this EIS, we reviewed it with respect to the 
questions that we submitted to you in the scoping hearings that we 
needed answered and the information we wanted. We will present a 
written statement for the record, not at this time but before the 
end of the comment period. 

Our comments focus on the water quality impacts of the Savannah 
River. We are not expert in nuclear energy, we are not expert in 
the need for this particular reactor and we have therefore limited 
our comments to the things which we feel competent in addressing. 

In general, in our review of the scoping issues which we 
requested that you investigate, we asked you to look at the health 
effects of long-term exposure to low-level radiation. We felt the 
EIS should address this issue and make specific proposals on 
reduction and minimization of low-level radiation exposure, 
including low-level radiological releases to the Savannah River as a 
result of the reactor operation. 



An examination of the health effects of long-term 
exposure to low-level radiation is beyond the scope 
of this EIS. However, this subject has been under 
continuing review by the National Academy of 
Sciences/National Research Council and by other 
competent national and international agencies and 
organizations. BEIR III and BEIR V (Committee on 
the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation), 1980 
and 1990, The Effect on Population of Exposure to 
Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation (please see the 
response to Comment S-05-13 on radiation safety 
organizations and exposure limits). The results of 
the independent assessments of such effects are 
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I would point out that the EIS essentially does not question 
nor does it really address the issue of low-level radiation exposure 
and in fact. 



discussed and used in the health risk assessments 
presented in Chapter 4 of this EIS. 

The EIS addresses the issue of low-level radiation 
exposure in several sections: Section 3.7.1 
describes the radiation environment in the SRS 
vicinity and the minute contribution made by SRS to 
that environment; Section 4.1.2 describes the 
expected minor radiological impacts of reactor 
operation, including the dose commitments to 
individuals and nearby and downstream population 
groups and the consequent calculated health effects; 
Section 4.1.6 presents the cumulative radiological 
impacts of all facilities on and adjacent to the 
SRS; and Appendix B describes the monitoring 
programs for low-level radiation in the environment, 
and epidemiological studies on the risks from SRS 
operations. Also, please see the responses to 
Comnents 5-03-01 and S-03-02 on health risks and 
envi ronmental impacts . 



S-06-03 



S-06-04 



if I interpret the EIS correctly, it anticipates an increase in the 
level of radioactive discharge to the Savannah River, not a decrease. 

He asked for consideration of the factors relative to the low 
flow in the Savannah River. As you are aware, in '86 and '87 we had 
a fairly severe drought and the discharge from Thurmond was reduced 
to 3600 CFS, which is substantially below normal flow. We wanted 
the report to deal with the issue of impacts under these low flow 
conditions, which it did. 



We have asked also for your analysis of the impacts of 
restarting based upon the fact that the reactors have been 
essentially dead for about a year and whether there would be any 
significant impact from the restart and the flushing actions which 
would take place from the discharge into the streams. I don't think 
the report dealt with that terribly well. 



The only changes being evaluated in liquid 
discharges to the Savannah River would result from 
the discharge of disassembly-basin purge water to 
approved NPOES outfalls rather than the current use 
of the seepage basins for such discharges, and from 
the replacement of the F- and H-Area seepage basins 
by the Effluent Treatment Facility, which discharges 
tritiated water to surface streams, as described in 
Sections 2.1.2, 3.7.1, and 4.1.2. The decay period 
afforded by the underground transit time to onsite 
streams with seepage basins will decrease the 
quantities of tritium reaching the Savannah River. 
The maximum individual dose from either approach is 
a small fraction of the appropriate drinking-water 
standard (40 CFR 141.16). 

Section 4.1.2.4 of the EIS describes the small 
quantities of cesium- 137 flushed into the Savannah 
River by the cooling water discharged from each of 
the reactors. 
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S-06-07 



Comment 



There are, however, certain pieces of information which we feel 
should be presented in the Environmental Impact Statement. For 
example, what is the change in the level of tritium in the Savannah 
River from above the plant to below the plant? Data in our files 
which is collected by the DOE, by Du Pont, by Westinghouse indicates 
roughly a tenfold increase under normal conditions from the Augusta 
sampling station to the sampling station at our water intake. I 
think this should be shown and discussed. 

Secondly, what technology and costs — and we feel this is very 
important — what's involved in taking that tritium out of the waste 
stream? We're a downstream water user. We understand that your 
discharges meet the current EPA standards, that you are operating 
under EPA permits for discharge and that with respect to your 
assessment of the risk of these discharges, your feeling is that 
there is no risk or an insignificant risk. 



My customers, and I speak on behalf of the water consumers in 
Beaufort and Jasper Counties, many of them are obviously not 
satisfied with that conclusion. Their perception is there is a 
risk. I think it would be very, very helpful and important if the 
EIS would present a discussion of the technology available, I 
believe certain types of membrane technology is now available for 
treatment, and the cost of running those discharges through a 
treatment system prior to discharge either to the ponds or to the 
river. 

In general, I think the EIS has got to face the issue fairly 
squarely and that is that it sits astride the main water source for 
southern Georgia and South Carolina. It's the only long-term 
renewable supply. Growth in these areas, Savannah, Beaufort, Hilton 
Head, is predicted, it's encouraged. It's one of the fastest 
growing areas in the United States. As the drinking water supplier 



Response 



Specifically, however, in general, the report appears well 
organized and its appears comprehensive. Again, we're not expert 
enough to comment on all the issues. The data and the analyses 
appear generally complete and are presented in a reasonably 
straightforward manner. 



DOE has added the requested information on tritium 
concentrations to Section 3.7.1.2 (Table 3-11). 



Section 4.5.3 of the EIS describes the process 
considered for detritiation of the heavy-water 
coolant/moderator, which is the source of the 
reactor-origin tritium discharges, their estimated 
costs, and the dose-reduction benefits. As that 
section indicates, the cost per unit collective dose 
(and health risk) averted greatly exceeds the 
guidelines used by NRC to judge the need for 
reductions in effluents from commercial powerplants 
(10 CFR 50, Appendix I; NUREG 1.110). 

The calculated risk from drinking water taken from 
the Savannah River without tritium removal is an 
additional 0.0038 fatal cancer per year (or one 
additional cancer fatality every 260 years) in the 
water-using population of 317,000 to be served in 
the future in Port Wentworth and Beaufort-Jasper. 
{Please see EIS Sections 3.4.1.4 and 3.7.1.2.) An 
average U.S. population of this size would be 
expected to have about 600 cancer deaths each year 
from all causes. 



Comment 
Number 
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S-06-08 
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for that area, our desire is clearly to have no contamination of 
that river. Our customers 1 desire is the same. 

We acknowledge that given past actions at the site, this may 
not be possible. However, we do feel the EIS should discuss the 
technology and the costs involved and the cleanup of the tritium 
discharges. The EIS states that the level of contamination in the 
river is so small that no health impacts are effectively 
measurable. The contamination of the river is below current Federal 
standards. I can't judge that you are in fact in compliance, but I 
do know that from above the plant to below the plant we get a 
tenfold increase in tritium concentration in the river. 

We do know, however, that the technology is available to treat 
this discharge and we would very much like the EIS to consider the 
implementation of that technology, weigh the costs versus the 
benefits. 

Again and in closing, DOE should carefully consider the 
long-term impacts, particularly on the drinking water supply, from 
the continued operation of the facility under the scenario 
envisioned in this EIS. And I think the EIS and the DOE should 
carefully consider the feasibility of implementing treatment to 
remove tritium from the river. 



Please see the response to Comment S-06-06- 



Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF LEE ALEXANDER 

MS. ALEXANDER: My name is Lee Alexander. My address is 26 
East 64th Street in Savannah. It's a very quiet little street and a 
lot of people my age live on it and a lot of younger people than I 
live on it. They are very busily engaged in bringing up families 
for whom they have, like all parents, the highest hopes. None of us 
sleep very well at night these days. 

I do not speak for any organization. I hope and I believe that 
I speak for a large — unofficially, of course — a large segment of 
the Savannah population. 

We feel uninformed, we feel inarticulate, we feel shy about 
being here. I guess I just felt a little less so than all of the 
others and felt that perhaps I could speak in their behalf because I 
know how numerous they are. For reasons good or bad, most of them 
are not here and will not be here today. 

We would like to say with every emphasis that it's possible to 
bring to the statement that we do not want the reactors to be 
restarted. The first and most tangible reason is that because they 
were built so early on in the manufacture and the construction of 
nuclear manufacturing agencies they do not have even the basic 
safeguards that are considered just routine in plants that are now 
being established. But even if they could be added and by some 
miracle it could be ensured that there could be no catastrophe in 
the operation of the plants, we are only halfway to safety. 

It's impossible to operate, as I understand it, a nuclear 
manufacturing plant without putting or creating an entire level of 
radioactive contamination in the groundwater, from the groundwater 
into streams and from streams down the Savannah River. Our local 
water supply system, of course, with some treatment comes directly 
from that river into every cup of coffee we drink and every glass of 
tea and every glass of cool water we give our children and our 
grandchildren, we are absorbing radiation. 



increas 



The statistics I believe indicate that the possibility for the 
ase in adult cancer is about four times over what it would be 



if these reactors were not restarted, and this prevails through 
approximately 40-mile radius. We have all read in the newspape 



an 
newspapers 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-02 on safety. 



As indicated in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS, the 
concentrations of radionuclides in the Savannah 
River from DOE operations are small fractions of the 
EPA drinking-water standards. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-01 on health 
risks. 
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and in environmental publications that the incidents of juvenile 
leukemia is increasing at a nightmarish proportion. 

It is simply not possible, I think, to produce a nuclear 
product without producing nuclear wastes. Those wastes must be 
disposed of somehow. Most of the solutions that I am aware at the 
very best simply take a little edge off the danger, perhaps postpone 
it a bit. If they are buried in the earth, they eventually seep 
into the soils, from the soil into the grass, from the grass into 
animals and into milk and from there into us. If they are buried at 
sea, the radiation enters the seafood chain and ultimately finds its 
way into our bodies and those of other animals, of course. 

I think that we have created a monster. I don't know what the 
answer is to it, but I am convinced that to add to the growth of 
this monster is not any solution and not any way to protect our 
^ children now or in the future. 



I 



Thank you. 
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MR. RANDALL: Thank you. My name is Robert Randall. I'm from 
Brunswick, Georgia. I'm here speaking on behalf of the From Trident 
to Life Campaign and the 150 people who make up the newly formed 
Glenn Environmental Coalition in Glenn County. 

Before I actually get into my testimony I would like to request 
of you if you have not already done so if you wouldn't mind 
restoring to those people who yielded their five minutes to Ms. 
Blockey-O'Brien their five minutes back again. I understand the 
comments you made at the beginning of coming back, but of course we 
didn't have those before and you can well imagine that doing the 
kind of thorough job that Ms. Blockey-O'Brien did on this 400 page 
document, I think you understand that could hardly be done in five 
minutes and I believe we're all better off for having heard what she 
had to say. 

I am not going to go into as much detail as did Ms. 
Blockey-O'Brien, but even I am able to see some of the basic faults 
in this Draft Environmental Impact Statement and I just wanted to 
mention some. 

The very fact that this Environmental Impact Statement talks 
over and over about continuation of the operations of these reactors 
rather than their restart tells us right off that the whole thing is 
grounded in fallacy and fantasy. We know that we're really talking 
here about restart. We're really not talking about a no action 
option; we're talking about an action option. 

The Environmental Impact Statement admits that it uses lower 
risk figures than those that have most recently been set and some 
people would hold that the risk figures that this Environmental 
Impact Statement uses are actually much greater. We're all aware 
that this is a matter of debate among scientists and when we're 
talking about this kind of thing, it seems to me that it would be 
best to err on the side of the maximum possible risk rather than to 
err on the side of the risk being less than it really is. 



The CEQ has stated that there are two distinct 
interpretations of "no action." One involves 
situations in which there is an ongoing program 
initiated under existing legislation and 
regulations. In these cases, "no action" is "no 
change" from current management direction. 
"Therefore, the 'no action' alternative may be 
thought of in terms of continuing with the present 
course of action until that action is changed" 
("Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 46 FR 
18027"). Because extended outages for modifications 
are part of reactor operation (and recognized as 
such by the NRC for its licensees), the resumption 
of production following such an outage is also part 
of the continuing operation of the reactors. 
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I am amazed that this document talks about health effects only 
in terms of fatal cancers caused by radiation. What about non-fatal 
cancers and other radiation induced health effects and what about 
non-radiologically induced health effects from other toxics? 
There's nothing here about genetic damage, birth defects, non-fatal 
diseases. It's as if the only health effect is the number of people 
that are actually going to die from it and that's just silly. 

Perhaps the worst thing about the Draft EIS is that it does not 
give us any way to evaluate the even understated, and grossly 
understated as we've already heard, environmental impacts against 
the supposed need for this action because Appendix A is classified. 
How can we judge? 

We're just asked to trust people who are very pro-nuclear and 
pro-nuclear weapons that this need exists. And then we're asked to 
accept whatever the environmental impact might be to meet the need. 
There's no chance here for public debate about it. There's no 
chance here to weigh whether or not the environmental impact, even 
an understated one, is worth risking in light of the need which is 
just given to us. 

If we can't weigh them and choose between them, then why assess 
the environmental impact at all? Despite some quotes that have been 
made here today about Admiral Watkins' commitment to environmental 
safety, the fact of the matter is that on May 1 he announced the 
restart dates for these reactors, he's stated on several occasions 
that it's not his job to determine what we need in the way of 
nuclear materials, it's just his job to deliver those nuclear 
materi al s . 

His particular statement is that he's supposed to operate the 
nuclear weapons production system in safety and in conformity with 
environmental laws. The reality of course is that you cannot have 
it both ways. You cannot produce nuclear materials and be within 
environmental laws. The two things are incompatible. 

There simply is no need for this weapons material which could 
justify the impacts that are given. I don't have to see the 
classified document to know that we just don't need it. I don't 



Health effects from radiation are characterized as 
"somatic" (affecting the exposed individuals) and 
"genetic" (affecting the descendants of the exposed 
individuals). Both scientific and regulatory 
organizations have stated that the greatest risk 
from radiation is the increased mortality from 
cancer; thus, if the somatic risks from cancer are 
minimal, genetic risks are even less- The 
calculated cancer risk estimates used in this EIS 
are based on the EPA health risk estimator, which is 
consistent with the cancer mortality risks developed 
by BEIR V based on epidemiological data. Please see 
the response to Comment S-06-01 on health effects. 

Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. The need for nuclear weapons is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 



The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
requires all Federal agencies to assess the impact 
of all major activities that significantly affect 
the human environment. Secretary Watkins' 
announcement did not constitute a decision to start 
up the reactors. Rather, it was a proposed schedule 
for preparing the reactors for production. 



DOE is fully committed to comply with all applicable 
Federal and state environmental regulations. Also, 
please see Chapter 5 for a list of Federal and state 
envi ronmental requi rements . 
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know what the weapons are protecting us from any more, but I do know 
that whatever amount of fear we may have of the Soviet Union or any 
other foreign power that these weapons are supposed to be protecting 
us from, they do not endanger us as much as the restart of these 
reactors will endanger us. It's just that simple. 

The sociological impacts in the Environmental Impact Statement 
have basically been limited to a statement of the number of jobs 
that will be lost if the reactors are not restarted. No assessment 
is made of the jobs that will be regained by engaging in a real 
cleanup of this site. There is no assessment of the relative costs 
of restart versus the cost of retraining and job placement 
assistance for the people whose jobs are lost that would be provided 
by adoption of the Wiess Economic Conversion Bill. There is no 
assessment of the long-range benefits of denuclearizing this area 
and making it acceptable for other forms of human activity such as 
business, industry, recreation and all the development that won't 
come into this area now because people don't want to live next to 
the Savannah River Site. 

Finally, the Environmental Impact Statement does not address 
the all important moral environment, which I encouraged you to 
address at the scoping hearings. For it's this moral environment 
that determines whether or not there can be a healthy, natural, 
social and psychological environment. One simply cannot have a 
healthy planet when one is producing materials for mass annihilation. 

If our hearts are willing to do such evil, not fire the weapons 
but nearly be willing to fire the weapons, then this evil spreads 
out and infects everything. And the world starts to die. You 
cannot build nuclear weapons environmentally. 

I want to just read — I'll only read part of what I was going 
to read from the Book of Jeremiah, Jeremiah Chapter 10. I'll start 
with verse 12: 

"I asked, God, why is the land devastated so that no one 
travels through it? Who is wise enough to understand this? To whom 
have you explained it so that they can tell it to others?' And God 
answered, "Well, this has happened because my people have abandoned 
the teaching that I gave them. They have not obeyed me or done what 
I told them. Instead they've been stubborn and they've worshipped 
other idols as their parents taught them to do. So then listen to 
what I the Lord God Almighty will do. I will give my people bitter 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and nuclear materials. The need 
for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS 



The scope of the EIS is, as stated in the Notice of 
Intent, to assess the environmental impacts of 
continued operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors. DOE 
will deal with the impacts of waste management and 
environmental restoration in other NEPA documents. 
Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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plants to eat and poison to drink. I will scatter them among 
nations that neither they nor their ancestors have heard about. And 
I will send armies against them until I have completely destroyed 
them. 1 " 

Mr. Patterson, it's because we have chosen to reject the 
commandments of God to love our enemies, to do unto others as we 
would want them to do unto us, to do good even to those who we 
believe hurt and misuse us — it is because we have rejected those 
commandments and sought to save ourselves through weapons that the 
land is poisoned and that indeed we risk being scattered into the 
nations. 

What we need to do is not to come here and talk about 
environmental impacts of nuclear weapons production. What we need 
to do is we need to get down on our knees and we need to pray for 
forgiveness, we need to pray for love, we need to pray for the 

i courage to start doing what we know is right and to stop doing what 

J^j we know is wrong. 

CO 

I'd like to invite you to join with me in praying for that 
because my heart needs to be changed, I need to be converted, and 
you need to be converted. 
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Hay 23, 1990 

Fraaldaot Gaorga a. Buab 
TIm Whlta Oouaa 
yaaaia«ton, B.C. 

rr«sl««nt fllkball S. GorBoohwr 
Tba Kroallo 
Hoaoow, .S.S.I. 

O Daar rraaMaata Birth aad Gorbaebavt 

u> W* wish to s«U to your attention a uniqua opportunity 

-■J that ii aao* poaalbla by your blatorlo afforta to bait art ravarso 

* tba oueloar araa raea. Ooloaa It U fraopad proaptly. bnavar. It 

la llfcoly to rooada rapialy. 

Hltb Urn ratfuotlaas la atrata«le and taottoal nuolaar 
mapona uadar aoUra oooalaaraUoa, tba Uoltod Stataa and tne 
Sovlat Ooioo. altbor by asroasaat or By raoiorooal nailataral 
aatlon. bow tba uoauM unity to oaold tba furtbar oparatioo of 
old. petaatlally unaafa nwlaar raaotora for produation of waapona 
■atarUU and to mid tba apaodla* of Mllloao on raplacaoant 
raaotora. 

tfo writa la tbo Hope tbat, to ooanaotloa wltb too 
fortbeoaiac auaalt, you «ltt eooaldar atapa to raalixa wen a 
raaarkaola aeUovamaat. 

Tba window of opportunity la foot oloalofl, bowavar, aa tha 
ttaltad Stataa prapara* to raatart lt» waapoaa produation raaotora, 
■U of wblob bova baan abut flow for oafaty raaaona alaea Juaa 
1988, and to oonatrat saw proauotloo raaotora. 1 principal 
lapatoa for tbaaa plana U tba eonttaoHMj proauotloo »f»W 
•aiariola lo Sovlot atlltary raaatora durlni tola parlo*. MtaUd 
tba Sortat alda baa anr* a tlaatoSlo for iHuMowi of lta 
orodaotloo raaotora by tba yaar 2000, tola tlaatabla la oot 
raaaaarlna to tba 0J. atda, vUob aaaa Itaalf at a dlaadvantaia 
DMHiiaa of tba lafoluatary abutdova of ltt raaotora »blla Sotlat 
produotlea eoatlouaa. 

Sural* tola aaralaatlog raoo to proouaa yat aora lofradlants 
for onalaar woaposa plutoalua and trltlua oaaar»aaa«rloua 

raosaaloatlaa la llfht of tba proaraaa baloc ■*<» to aao tna 
oualaar araa raoo. 
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May 23, 1990 
Page Two 

Unless ont sia* or the other actually contemplates Increases 
In its stockpile of weapons, a credible case cannot be mecTTor 
furcher production of plutonlua. With a shelf life of thousands 
of years, Plutonium is salvageable from retired weapons for 
possible rause in replacement werneaas. For the sama reaaon, each 
aide alreeay has acted unilaterally to halt further production of 
hignly enriched uraniua, the other long-lived fissionable material, 
for use in weapons. 

The isaue of tritium production la somewhat mare complicated 
Because, unlike plutoniya ana highly enriched uranium, tritium 
decays relatively rapidly—over dozens of years. Its production 
must be continued to xairitaln the size of a nuclear arsenal. Ho 
trash tritium need oe produces, however, if warheads utilizing 
tritium are retired at a rata that keeps pace with or exceeds 
tritium's decay. Under those circumstances, tritium recovered 

i from retired warheads would oe sufficient to replenish tritium in 

J** the remaining warheads for many years. 



A key consideration, therefore, is whether there are likely 
to be agreed or unilateral reductions in nuclear weapons In the 
immediate future that will make additional tritlun production by 
either side unnecessary. 

Major arms reduction initiatives are now moving forward, 
beyond the progress already made by the INF agreement and by 
unilateral eotlons. A START treaty, In combination with budgetary 
llmitationa on new deployments, will likely reduce the U.S. and 
Soviet strategic stockpiles by as much as several thousand 
warheads on each side. Even more substantial reductions in 
strategic weapons are being explored in post-START discussions 
already underway. 

In addition, deep reauotiona In taotloal nuclear weapons, 
negotiated or unilateral, now appear Imminent as the reault of 
political changes In Europe. The retirement of some 3,000 U.S. 
tactical nuclear weapons and of larger numbers of comparable 
Soviet weapons seems possible aa pressure builds for removal of at 
least the land-based nuclear missile and artillery warhead* from 
German territory. And growing sentiment for elimination of naval 
taotieal nuclear weapons eventually could lead to the retirement 
of several thousand additional warheads. 

Theaa reductions would create a sizable tritium reserve on 
both aides to auataln remaining warheads and would make additional 
production a coatly redundancy. Even now, the amount of tritium 
in the U.S. weapona inventory is sufficient to meet" tritium 
requirements of 3,000 warheads for 35 years and 1,000 warheads for 
more than 50 years. He assume that a similar sufficiency to 
maintain tn effeotive deterrent exists on the Soviet side. 



Response 
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Presidents Busn and Gorbachev 
Hiy 23, 1990 
Pa«e Three 



We urge you Doth, therefore, to consider the desirability and 
the feasibility of a complete nuclear weapons materials production 
halt at this time. The halt need not await a complicated formal 
agreement. It can be achieved by reciprocal unilateral steps. 

"he Soviet Union need only accelerate its tlmeteole for a 
shutdown of ail production reactors, effective immediately or In 
the near future. 

The United States need only defer plans for start-up of its 
production reactors and for construction of new production 
reactors. 

o 

l Each side could maintain a number of production reactors on 

q£ "cold stand-by" status as a contingency against a breakdown in the 

•-* ongoing arics reduction process. 

Such reciprocal, unilateral-action could be verified 
immediately by satellite surveillance of shut-down reactors- 
Talks could begin on other verification and on-site impaction 
arrangements necessary to make possible a long-term production 
halt. 

An Immediate production halt would provide substantial 
domestic and international benefits without adverse military 
lmpaot. Beyond avoiding the continued operation of aging, 
potentially unsafe production reaetore and the building of coatly 
replacements, the superpowers clearly would be signaling their 
intent to forego eipanslon of their nuclear arsenals and, indeed, 
to proceed with serious reductions over the neit several deoades. 
¥et, even if the arm s-r eduction process breaks down,, or does not 
produce deep outs that keep pace with tritium's' steady decay, each 
aide will still be in a position to restart the production 
reactors held on sold scand-ey and to construct new reactors, if 
necessary. . 



Conversely, missing the preaent opportunity to achieve a 
production halt in poses a number of risks and coats, including 
those associated with continued production activities that could 
only feed the nuclear arms reoe and Inspire other nations to 
follow auit. We hope, therefore, that you will explore this 
additional pathway to peace while the present opportunity lasts. 



Table C-6. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment 



o 
I 

oo 



Presidents Buah and Gorbachev 
Hay 23, t990 
Page Four 



Sincerely, 



Hans A. Bathe tflcolsas Bloeabergen Peter Bradford^*^ 

George Bunn David Cohen ^ William t. Colby / 

Thomas D. Davles Jonathan Dean Paul Doty 

Freeman J. Dyaon Ralph Earle Philip J. Farley 

Herman FeShbeeh Val F. Flteh Randell Forsber« J 

Richard L. Gar win Victor Gllinaky 4 Roe well L. Gtlpatric 

Sheldon Lee Glaahow Marvin L. Goldberger Kurt Gottfriea 

&Ky^ f&**a%r h^iu«ul~l 

Eidon V.C Greeoberc Denis A. Hayes Dudley Herschbach 

William A. Hlflnbothaa Hilton Hoenlc Robert CKiohansen 
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Vera Kiatiakowaky ^ Julian Koanii Betty C. Lail 




Leon H. Lederman Paul Leventhal Franklin Un$ 



Robert S. HcHmara Marvin Miller Philip Morriaon 

Huoa.ll W. Peteraon Edward M. Pureell Ctorgt W. Rathjena 

Stanley ftesor \J John B. Rhlnelander Ro*er Richtar 

/ Gerard C. Smith V John D. Stelnoruner Theodore B( Taylor 



1 

Kaat» Taipla Stanfheld Turner Cyru»« rfance 

Victor F. Welaaltopf //erone Wieaner. Robert R. Wllaon 
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pioorntlo** ni.jajiw ■■■ ■ la a^amjtetl onal Laborai aejr and 
f* naorltua prafsssor of pnjralea atT&rnall OaivrHtr. 

■laolaas llMi»ir|M, 1981 nooal Lsurosta la physics, u * 
prafoanor of pflyates at Harvard UUTorslty and la president- si act 
or tno aaarloaa rnysicsl Sooletr. 

^ Patar Bradford t« a forstr eoaalsslonar of tha UA Xuclasr 
■agulatory Coaalsslon. 

Gaerga km la a aoaDer of tha Stanford Cantor for I.itnrostionsl 
Saeurlty and Aran Control, and (yurU aorrnd as mwtr tmirm n 
of tHi tl-a. half »™->™ilf-^l« TrMtV-dnlanntlo n/nnd a» 
tanarnl oounaai of taa Aran Coatr ol a nd Dlnnraaaant AjfoeT . 

David Cohan la prasldaat of Um *refo*aloaala' Coal it loo for 
auolaar Arma Control and a foraar praaldaat of C o— a n Causa. 

v VUUaa t. Colby la a foraar dlraotor of antral lntalUfsaca. 

•' Thoaaa P. Savlaa, taar Idalral On (BttJ,/ssrvad as assistant 
diractor af tba Aran Coatrol and Usaraaaant Af tecy, watra ha 
baadad tba anelaar nan-rrouraratlaa luraau and rtalMglina-tU. 
dajnjaAJo aa, to traaty aa«o%taUonn wl tfi tTlT ?~ iat Onion on a 
QOaprana n a T va anolair toot tea and on anvlraoaantal warfar aT 

Joaatnaa Dana, an am* oontrol advisor to too (talon of conoerhsd 
Soiontlata, baadad Um WL nolaaatlan la tba Mutual sad Balanced 
roroa ladnatloas aacatlaUosa. 

Pasl Doty la a profaoaar af pablla pallor at tba Zar.nany Softool of 
Cevoraaant and prafaaaar aaarltna of blennaalatry st Harvard 
Unl varsity. 

Traoataa t* B y an, profaaaor of pnyaloa at tba Inatltuta for 
Advaaaad Stady, ban aaan a fraajnant oontaltant to tba Dafsnsa 

Oapartaant and tba iraa Control and Unaraanont leaner. 
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■alps Barla la consultant im) enslraan of ttw National Advisory 
Board of taa Lawyara AlUaaoa for Bwolaar traa Control. Ha 
foraarly sarvad m Slraator of too Iras Control and Hsaraaaant 
Agamy and an eulrmaa of tba D J. SILT tl dalaaatlon. 

Philip i. Farl«Tt uaaor of tba Stanford Cantar for International 
Saourity and Iras Control, «aa Dlraotor of Politico-Military 
Affairs «t iha Statn P^nrtafaT." TS f»t y P1— «"* " f «■ y**- 
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Hnraaa Faabnoeo. forasr cnalrsnn of tha ouolaar-aclanca advisory 
eoaalttoa of tt» national Solaaeo Foundation and foraor praaidant 
or tna Aaarlean rnyaieal Soclaty and tna Aaarlean lea May Tor tna 
Aavaocaaaot of Solaaea, la lostiutn profaaaor aaorltua of pnyaics 
at HIT. 

7«1 L. FlteD. I960 Booal Lauraata la onyalai and profuior of 
physic* at rrlocaton Ualvaralty, iiaa a praaldantlal advisor on 
aolnoca policy and araa control la tt>a 111 ion aaatnlatratlon and a 
paat praaloant of tha iaartoan Pnysiosl Soolaty. 

<"* Baadall Forabarf la aincutlva dlraotor of too InatUuta for 

I Dafanaa aad Dlaa raaa aat Stuotaa. 

U) 

P° . , llobard L, Carwla, a aaaotr of "■■ rraaiaaafa Sol an na Ifl Y liorr 

01 ^ Co—it taa undar fraafi r— * 'T i '■"■Hi'- *M l l l * M - " "■" " 

nf Ha Bfftf" «"liJ^«M"l fijiti-T t p tfia Sa nrfrfry of >'*«", 

la an IBM Fallow and aolaaaa advisor to tea dlraotor of rasaareh 
or IBM Corporation. - 



./ Ttotor OUlaaky, a consultant, erTlWr'T — Itt aa pnanlaalonar 
v at taa U.S , """HIT 4*f iBfT r "" )"1ir and aa baaa of tha 
Ftgrsloal Solaooa Dapartxaat at UBS. 



Sbaldoa Lao uXanaM, 1BT9 Booal Lauraata la physics, la Mai Ion 
rrofasaor of tba Sol too aa at Barvard tk)l varsity. 

NtrrtD Ooldaargar la olraatar of tba Iaatltuta for Advanond Study 
aaa a foraar praaidant of Ua California Iaatltuta of Tnonnoloiy. 
Ho enalrM tba ooaaittaa on lataraatloanl oaourlty ana arns 
control of tna Rational Alaaaay af Soiaaoaa. 

Cora Gattfria*, U profaaaor of physio* aad nuolaar atudlaa at 
CoraaU Ooivnralty aad a aiatir of tba Dapartaant of Caariy'a 
aidh-Coargy ffayalaa Advisory ranal. 

KMea ».e. Craaaaara. aa attaraay, sar*ad aa tanaral eouasal of 
tba national Oeaaaia and Ataaaptaarlo Aaalniatratloa aad la of 
*— — — « to taa aaolaar Contra! Inatltnta. 

Oaala i. Mayas, ta obairsaa aad CIO of Earn Mr W Md • foraar 
dlraotor af tba 0*3. Solar Enartr l aaa arnH Iaatltuta. 

Dadlar ■araaabaaa. l«M Bonal Lauraata la eaaalstry, la a 
profaaaor of obaalstry at Harvard Ualvaralty. 
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Mllllaa HlclnMthaa, foraar nuit of tha Tacnnioal Support 
Organization of tha Sapartaanc of Huolaar £nar|y it Brooknavan 
National Laoeratory, la a eoitaulCanc on nuelaar natarlali sanagasant. 

Milton Hoaol|, a onyalai Jt, la aalaocifie dlractor of tha Sualaar 
Control Inatituta ana pravloualy aarvad in tha Huelaar Hon- 
Frollftracioa Buratu of tha fcraa Control *&a BiMraaoant tianey. 

■ooart C. Jonanaoa la a dlraetor of graduata atudlaa of tha 

Inatituta for International Foaca 3tuaiaa at tM Unlvaralty of 
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T«ra Klatlaksvaky la profaaaor of pnyaloa at tna Maaaachuaat&a 

Inatituta of Taehnology. 

Julian Koanla la prailcant of Julian iCoanl|, Inc. mo wai a 
founding partnar of Pappart, Koani|, and Lola, a Maw Tone flra, 
Mhara ha originated tha nana, "Earth Day," and angacad In 
ooaaereial, political and puollc mtareat advertising. 

Betty 0. Lall la olreetor of vorlfleetlon studlci of We Council 
on Eaonoalo Prierltlee, 

Lm» H. Laaaraaa, 1988 h'obal Lauraata In phyaiaa, foraerly headea 
tha reral National Laboratory and la a profaaaor of phyaica at the 
Unlvaralty of Chicago, 

Paul Lavanthal, praaldont of tna Huol aar Cont rol Inatituta, 
pravloualy aarvad aa ataff dlredEoT St I ha Senlll Nuslfar - ' 

Regulation SuMoaautae and it aptaial ooubhL of tha initt 
Governaent Operation a Coaalttaa. 

Franklin Loaf, adjunet profaaaor of oheaiatry and aoalal eelenoae 
at the UajUereltr of California, Irvine and aaarltua profaaaor of 
oheaiatry at Corn all Unlvaralty, aarvad aa reaoareh auperviaor of 
tha national. Ottawa taaaarch Coaalttaa froa 19« to 19»S and aa 
Aaatetant Sireetor of tno Araa Control and Dlaaraaaant A«anoy. 

John B. Naaly aarvad aa group laodor <t9«3-l9*5> ana tecnnlael 
aaaoolate diraotor (19*3-1951) at tha Loa Alaao* National 
Laboratory. 

J. Caraoa Mark aerved aa heed of tna Theoretical Division of Loa 
Alaaoa national Laooratory and baa aarvao on tha UJ. Huelaar 
Regulatory Coaalaaloa Advieory Coaalttao on Reaotor Safeguards and 
on tha Soluoa Idviaory Board of tha OA Air Force. 

Jaaaloa T. Hatneva la vioa praaloant of tha World laaoureaa 
Inatituta. 

leoart Metaaara aarvad aa Sooratary of Dafanaa undar Presidents 

Kennedy and Johnaon and aa praaloant of tha World Bank. 

Harris. Millar, a oonaultant to tha Araa Control aao Dlaaraaaant 
Aganay, la aaaior raaaarch Mleotlat with tha Dapartaant of 
Huolaar Engineering aao tha Cm tar for International Studlaa at HIT. 

Philip Horrlaoa la aaarltua Inatituta profaaaor of pnysios at tha 
Maaaaehuaatta Inatituta of Technology. 
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tna Conera«lonnl Offlca of Technolojy laaasaaant. 

Edward H. hiroall, 1952 Hooal lauraata in ph*U««, la aaarltua 

profasaor of pnytles at Harvard University. 

Oaoraa W. lathjana, profeaeor of political iclanct at MIT, was 
emaf selentlit In tha Oafanaa Advanced Research Projaots Ajanoy 
and in tna OffUa of Spaoiel Aailatant to the President Tor 
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Arms Control. 
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aa onalraan of tha U.S. SALT I oalaiatlao and latar aa Special 
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John D. Stalnhniaer Is dlraetor of foralfA policy studlaa at tha 
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Technology. 
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Boo«rt ft. HUaoa, diraotor aaarltua of tha Feral national 
Laooratory and profeaeor aaarltua of physlco at Cornall 
Unlvarslty, waa tha warttaa naad of tha Raaanron Oivlalen of Loa 
Alaaoa national Laboratory. 
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Hort plutenium, which has • shelf life of thousands of 
years, would not have to be produced "unless either side actually 
contemplates increases in ita atookplle of weapons, " they 
declared. Even tritiue, the other . weapons material produced In 
reactors, which decays over dozens of years, need not be produoed 
"ir werheeds utilising tritium are retired at a rate that keeps 
pace with or exceeds tritium's decay. Under those circumstances, 
tritium raoovered from retired warheada would be sufficient to 
replenish tritium In the remaining warheads for many years." 

, ..In celling for an Immediate production halt, the 
writers declared that such a halt "need not await a conpi tested 
formal agreement, tt can be achieved by reciprocal unilateral 
steps." The writers noted that the Soviet aide "need only 
accelerate its timetable for-e shutdown of all production 
reactors, effective lcaed lately or in the near future," while the 
U.S. side' "need only defer plans for start-up of its 'production 
reactors end 'for construction of new production reactors." Both 
sides, the letter said, oould maintain a number of. production 

reactors on n oold stand-by" status in osse the ongoing arms 

1 reduction process break* down or falls to produce deep outs that 
j£> keep paoa with trltluc's daaay, 

Reciprocal actions to achieve a halt "could be 
verified immediately by satellite surveillance of shut-down 
reactors" and could pave tile way for talks on other verification 
and inspection errangesenta needed to achieve e long-term 
produotlon halt, aocordlng to the letter. 

The writers concluded that the' halt could be achieved 
"without adverse military Impaot" because of the ready option to 
reatart production reectore. The domeatio benefits would be 
great,, they said, beeauae of the avoidance of operating -aging 
reactors and building costly replacements. The arms control 
message would be olear, they said, but warned of nuclear 
proliferation and other possible "risks and ooata" in missing the 
present opportunity, "Including those associated with continued 
produotlon aotlvlties that oould only feed the nuclear araa race 
and inapire other natlcna to follow suit. 

"We hope, therefore, you will explore this additional 
pathway to peso* while the present opportunity lasts." 

In releasing the letter, Paul Leventhal, president of 
the Nuclear Control Institute, aeidt "Continued produotlon of 
nuclear weapons materials makea no sense for either side st the 
present time. It's expensive, imposes unnecessary risks and aets 
precisely the wrong example for other nations." 

The latter follows by about two month* another letter 
signed by 13 arms control and environmental organizations calling 
on Congress to defer rsatert of the ahut-down Savannah River 
production reactors and to defer construction of new production 
reaotora. 
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S-9 STATEMENT OF JOHN LINNEHAN 

MR. LINNEHAN: My name is John Linnehan. I live in St. Mary's, 
Georgia, which is also the site of King's Bay Naval Submarine Base. 
I represent a community there called Metanoia Community, which is a 
peace and justice community, and also in a regional area, I 
represent the From Trident to Life Campaign in the southeast, which 
seeks to change national priorities to meet human needs. 

I come from the site of perhaps the best customer for tritium, 
the Trident submarine at King's Bay Naval Submarine Base. Tritium, 
as you know, is used to enhance the explosive power of weapons. Why 
we need to enhance explosive power I'm not sure, but it does. 

The Trident submarine is an awesome reality. It's our 
o technology gone amuck- One Trident submarine contains 24 

' Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles. Each missile contains 8 

t£ warheads. Each warhead contains 475 kiloton of explosive power, 

° almost one-half a megaton on one missile, which can destroy then — 

the entire submarine can destroy 192 cities of over 100,000 people. 

One Trident submarine could destroy any continent on earth. A fleet 

of submarines, of Tridents, if they fire their weapons in an 

exchange, will destroy the planet. 

So why we have to enhance explosive power, I do not know. 

At present, at King's Bay Base, we have the U.S.S. Tennessee 
and the Pennsylvania- They want to have eight more Trident 
submarines there. They have eight already out at Bangor, Washington 
and they want to put bigger and larger explosive power on all of 
these; they want to extend the range; they want to increase accuracy. 

All of this is a change in our policy from deterrence to first 
strike, something that has never been debated by the American public 
and yet the Pentagon planners, the admirals and the generals have 
changed the policy of this country which is going to affect each and 
every one of us if we ever get into an international affair and have 
to use these weapons. 

We are a first strike country. We are planning to wage and win 
a nuclear war which scientists tell us is impossible to win because 
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now it's counterproductive. There are no barriers to radiation. 
They go across national lines. 

The Cold War is over. But the people in Washington and the 
people in the agencies don't seem to be aware of that. Yesterday as 
I stood outside the gate of the Trident submarine base, inside the 
base were 12 U.S.S.R. citizens. What were they doing inside the 
base? They were counting warheads down on the submarine. They were 
a part of the verification process. They were on the base. I was 
outside the base. 

I am not able to go onto that base, a United States citizen. I 
have been banned from that base because on one day in 1984 I 
attempted to say a prayer inside that base. I cannot go on that 

base. 

And that's one of the problems with our Government. The 
citizens are not involved. And these statements which are made by 
the Governmental agencies are in-house statements. It's exactly the 
same as what we've seen recently with the report on the U.S.S. 
Iowa. The Navy investigated its own error. And now Congress goes 
and says the investigation is faulty. The words they use, it has an 
excess of certitude. 

I mean, it's like having the fox guarding the henhouse with 
these agencies. And as much as we appreciate the opportunity to 
come here and speak as citizens, we just have a feeling we're not 
being heard. 

If anybody can convince me why we need more tritium today, I would 
join your ranks and, join the Department of Energy. But no sane 
person can explain that. And particularly with the world situation 

going as it is. 

And not only are we endangered from what you say at the 
Savannah River Plant, just last week a story broke in Washington 
that the very nuclear weapons themselves are in danger of exploding 
or creating a massive plutonium-tritium spill. That was in the 
Washington Post story last week. 



The National Environmental Policy Act requires DOE 
to consider all substantive comments on the Draft 
EIS in preparation of the Final EIS {40 CFR 
1500-1508). 

Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. 
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He came out and said he agrees that the configuration of the 
D-5 WS8 warhead, he would not have approved had he been on the 
design plan in the early eighties. To me, reading between the 
lines, that means there's a defect there. And yet that story has 
been out a week and I haven't seen any reaction that we're liable to 
have an accidental detonation of nuclear weapons right here in 
southeast Georgia. And the Secretary of the Department of Energy 
indicates there's a defect there. 

So I think we're in more danger from our own technology that's 
gone amuck than we are from any external agent. And I also believe 
that the whole emphasis in this country to gain a new moral 
attitude, the one thing I'll think about is the drug campaign, the 
war against drugs — we're admitting that as a country we are 
dysfunctional. We are addicted to drugs. But nobody is asking the 
question why are we addicted to drugs? The addiction is deeper than 
drugs. The addiction we have, folks, is to violence.-. . 

We are the most violent society the world has ever seen, and 
these weapons are the proof of it. And not just saying no to drugs, 
I conclude by saying as my sign says, just say no to tritium. Just 
cut off the supply, not from Columbia, but from the Savannah River 
Plant. Let's just live without the crack of tritium in our violent 
society. 

Thank you. 
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MR. WINCHESTER: I don't represent any organization. I don't 
really have a prepared statement. But I would just like to stand up 
and be counted because I am a citizen and I don't want to be among 
those many that are concerned but sit back and do nothing about it, 
read about it in the paper and see about it on T.V. 

I'd like to just say that the things that I've heard today and 
the things that I've read in the past frighten me. Something needs 
to be done and it's time to do something. It's time to think about 
where we're going, where our country is going and what we're going 
to do about it. 

I have a wife who's pregnant. She's seven months pregnant. 
And I have a little girl that's almost two years old. And I'm 
concerned about them. I'm frightened for their welfare and for 
their future. And if we don't stand up and be counted and say 
something and do something and let the people in power know what's 
happening and how we feel about it, then we're not really worth 
much. And I think it's time for us to stand up and say something 
and do something about it. 

I'd like to thank you for giving us the opportunity to be here 
today and I hope that more people will come tonight and let their 
voices be heard because each voice is important and one person can 
make a difference. Thank you. 



Response 



Comments noted. 



Table C-6. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



S-11 



Comment 



STATEMENT OF REBECCA R. SHORTLAND 

at the U.S. Department of Energy's 

Public Hearing on the Draft EIS 

for Reactor Restart at Savannah River Site 



Response 



o 
t 

vO 



S-U-01 



S-11 -02 



I am Rebecca R. Short land of the Georgia Conservancy. The Georgia 
Conservancy is a state-wide citizens' organization that seeks to 
protect Georgia's environment and encourage responsible stewardship 
of Georgia's vital and natural resources. Although the Savannah 
River Site (SRS) is located in South Carolina, activities at the 
site affect the people and the environment of Georgia as well. The 
Georgia Conservancy has participated in comments and monitoring of 
plant activities for several years, including the scoping hearings 
for this Draft Environment Impact Statement (EIS). 

After reviewing the Draft EIS we find that our concerns are no less 
pronounced than they were at the beginning of this process. In our 
April 1989 scoping hearing comments we requested that the Department 
of Energy (DOE) take into account a full range of issues and 
impacts. While many of the topics of concern are mentioned in the 
Draft EIS, the majority are not adequately addressed. 

As an example, the Georgia Conservancy strongly recommended that DOE 
evaluate the cumulative impacts of radioactive releases, such as 
cesium, strontium and tritium, from regular water-borne and airborne 
releases. Not only is this question not addressed but the Draft EIS 
examines the impacts from the time of reactor restart eliminating 
the cumulative impacts of the past 36 years. This approach 
stimulates serious questions about assurances of public health. 

The question of cumulative impacts is also a very serious one for 
the future of Savannah and Chatham County, Georgia. All economic 
development for the future is very closely linked to the 
availability of potable water from the Savannah River. The lack of 
information to truly assess radiation doses in a population that 
consumes fish, shellfish and drinking water from the river leaves an 
unknown future for this community. 



Section 4.1.6 of the EIS discusses cumulative 
effects of radioactive releases. Section 4.1.2.4 
gives special attention to cesium-137 impacts. 
Section 3.7 and annual environmental monitoring 
reports issued by DOE describe the extent of 
contamination from prior SRS operations. Chapter 4 
presents projected environmental impacts from 
continued reactor operation. 



The current potability of Savannah River water in 
relation to radioactivity reflects the entire prior 
discharge history of SRS as well as fallout 
deposition from prior decades. The river water and 
aquatic and marine species are now and have been 
well within applicable radioactivity standards for 
human ingestion, and there is no reason to expect 
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The Georgia Conservancy also requested that DOE also assess the 
impacts on water quality and quantity taking into consideration the 
proposed expansion of the port of Savannah. This, too, is not 
adequately addressed. 



The Draft EIS is a disappointing document from the standpoint of 
state-of-the-art technology. The outline of environmental 
consequences of the preferred alternative indicates that destructive 
practices, such as the use of seepage basins and thermal discharges 
in wetlands, will continue." The result will be ongoing loss of 
wetlands and contamination of ground and surface waters. In 
addition, there are serious questions about the appropriateness of 
restarting K-Reactor at the, end of this y'ear.'wi thout the use of 
cooling towers. This action defies the mandate of the Clean Water 
Act. 



Another significant issue is reactor safety. With many unresolved 
safety issues, such as seismic bracing and fire protection, the 
public cannot be assured of safe reactor operations for the future. 
In addition, by DOE's own admission, sufficient qualified personnel 
have yet to be found and trained. The lack of a completed 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) and comprehensive emergency 
response plans (to include effective protective, cleanup and 
compensation methods) is a severe handicap in the public's ability 
to evaluate the Draft EIS. 



that situation will change in the future ( Savannah 
River Site Environmental Report for 1988 . 
WSRC-RP-89-59-1 ) . Risk assessments and 
environmental studies have accounted for potential 
cumulative impacts resulting from K-, L-, and 
P-Reactor operation. 

Expansion of the Port of Savannah will have no 
impact on water quality parameters that are 
influenced by SRS operations. Increases in the 
water-using population (from about 70,000 to 
317,000) will increase the collective ("population") 
dose, and DOE has considered this in its assessments 
of the impacts (see Section 4.1.6 of the EIS). 

As a result of public comments, DOE is reevaluating 
its proposal to discontinue the use of seepage 
basins and to discharge processed purge water via 
SCDHEC-app roved NPDES outfalls. The revision in 
Section 4.1.2.3 demonstrates that discontinuing the 
use of the seepage basins would result in greater 
public exposure to tritium than would continuing the 
present practice; Section 4.5.3 indicates that 
moderator detritiation cannot be justified on a 
dose-aversion basis. The operation of K-Reactor 
before the completion of the cooling tower is in 
accordance with a Consent Order (84-4-W) issued to 
DOE by SCDHEC Section 4.1.1 of the EIS discusses 
impacts on wetlands, and Section 4.1.2 discusses 
impacts of ground- and surface-water contamination. 
A discussion of wetlands mitigation options has been 
added to Section 4.5. 

Please see the response to Comment $-01-02 on 
safety. The study performed for the EIS took 
Level-1 PRA results (summarized in Section 
4.1.3.1.5), analyzed the effects of upgrades and 
modifications on the core-damage frequency, and 
incorporated the current state of knowledge on 
Levels 2 and 3 to get estimates of reactor risk. 
The comparison of results shows the estimated 
decrease in core damage frequency due to upgrades 
and modifications. When the Level -2 and -3 PRA is 
completed, the expected results should indicate 
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While there is no mandate to do so, the Federal Facilities 
Assessment, currently being negotiated between DOE, EPA and the SC 
Dept. of Health and Environmental Control for the massive cleanup 
operations that are necessary at the site, should be integrated into 
the Draft EIS. Not least of the reasons to include this 
comprehensive plan is the resolution of "who pays" for the cleanup. 
This would set a significant precedent for future cleanups from 
operations at the site. In addition, officials from the Georgia 
Dept. of Natural Resources should be included in a meaningful way in 
the negotiations. 

The basic question of need for so much weapons grade and other 
radioactive materials continues to be unapproachable by concerned 
citizens. By declaring the process of evaluation as classified and 
by using an outdated Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan (issued in the 
last days of President Reagan's administration), the public is 
essentially eliminated from the segment of the EIS process which 
determined the preferred alternative. The question of need should 
be subject to an environmental review as required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act. If national security truly requires that 
this question be kept classified, at a minimum Congressional 
oversight of the result should be provided. 

Concerning other applications for the nuclear materials, the need 
for "relatively small quantities" certainly could not justify the 
very significant federal funding that is being applied to the SRS 
reactors. 

In conclusion, it is the opinion of The Georgia Conservancy that the 
intent of the Department of Energy is to return to past operating 
procedures, which shows little regard for the environment and the 
health of its people. The Draft EIS is unacceptable as it stands. 
We request that the DOE integrate, in good faith, all of the 
concerns expressed by citizens in the process of creating a new 
Draft EIS. The new draft should again be offered to the public for 
review and comment. 



Response 



somewhat higher risk than those presented in the EIS 
because the PRA will not have accounted for upgrades 
and modifications, as explained in Section 
4.1.3.1-5. See Section 3.9 on emergency 
preparedness. 

The Federal Facilities Agreement and its budgeting 
and implementation are beyond the scope of this 
EIS. Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on 
waste management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials and 
S-01-03 on oversight. 



DOE considers the Draft EIS to have been adequate, 
and is proceeding with the NEPA process in 
publishing this Final EIS. 



Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
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My name is Deborah Kearney. I live on <P0 Box 1741) Tybee Island, 
Georgia. I am a self-employed psychologist in Savannah. 

While I have always been, and continue to be, appreciative of 
opportunities to speak out and voice my opinions and concerns, the 
"deja vu" experience of this process makes me question whether or 
not I'm really being heard. Because it seems that so many of my 
past concerns need to repeated, the theme of this statement is 
probably best described as expressing a "lack of confidence." 

My lack of confidence begins with the discussion of need for 
re-starting K-, L-, and P-Reactors. If Appendix A must be 
classified, perhaps a listing of who has access to it would inspire 
confidence. At least I would know if anyone on the list is someone 
I have confidence in. 

In the list of production options, I found no more than the mention 
of the re co very- re-use option to meet the tritium need. That option 
was not evaluated in detail nor was it discussed. 

I found no cost analysis of need vs. long-term cost to health, 
safety and the environment. 

There is no discussion regarding the impact of these reactors in 
relationship to the clean-up process. We must find permanent 
solutions for waste management problems before we create more 
waste. Temporary solutions are no longer adequate. 

Even though the conclusions at the ends of the discussions on soil, 
air, ground- and surface water, wildlife and habitat indicate "no 
significant impacts," I remain concerned. How can such a large 
facility handling such dangerous materials have no significant 
impact? I do not consider it legitimate to say, "No more impact 
than it has already made." 



I did not feel reassured by the sections on cumulative effects. 
example, I could not find the impacts of the planned new waste 
management facilities considered with cumulative effects. 



For 



Please see the response to Comment S— 09— 01 on public 
comments . 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
availability of Appendix A to those who meet 
security requirements. 



Recycling is being performed. Section 1 .2 of the 
EIS discusses recycling facilities and the recycling 
of retired weapons. The supply of materials from 
recycling is considered in Appendix A in the 
analysis of the need for production of materials. 



Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-02 on 
environmental impacts. 



In accordance with Council of Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), Section 4.1.6 
presents the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
action, including the impacts of the related support 
facilities, and other existing and planned 
activities, both onsite and offsite. The onsite 
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Another major concern is methodology. The concept of discussing 
radioactive releases into the air and water in terms of even 
distribution does not make sense or reflect reality. Winds and 
water flow would create areas of greater and lesser density. 

The preparers of this EIS are either employees of DOE or of NUS 
Corporation. Was there a second reviewer? Have the National 
Academy of Science and the National Academy of Engineering reviewed 
this document? I see them listed to receive it, but shouldn't they 
be invited to review it? When any scientist submits an article or 
study to a scientific journal, blind reviewers examine it. 

Another example of why 1 lack confidence in this document involves 
safety . In a discussion meant to address NAS/NAE concerns about 
severe accidents, the Severe Accident Assessment Program (SAAP) is 
introduced. However, it is further stated that "it is not scheduled 
for completion before the resumption of production" (p. 2-53). 

In fact, the reactors have been shut down because of safety 
problems. This document's title seems to be a misnomer. We are 
discussing restart not continuing operation. 

In previous testimony, I had requested consideration of 
psychological impacts of concerns and fears regarding health, safety 
and environmental contamination concerns. I could find no such 
consideration. 

I lack confidence in this document. Until these concerns, and the 
concerns of other citizens, are addressed satisfactorily, none of 
the reactors at the Savannah River Plant facility should be 
operating. 



activities included in these impacts are, as stated 
in that section, the operation of new waste 
management facilities, including the Defense Waste 
Processing Facility (DWPF) and its associated 
facilities, the Consolidated Incineration Facility 
(CIF), and new low-level radioactive waste and 
hazardous/mixed-waste facilities. DOE will prepare 
an EIS that includes a more detailed discussion of 
support facility impacts. 

The distribution of radionuclides released from the 
SRS is based on the dispersion and dilution patterns 
of the Site's atmospheric and hydrologic 
environments, as described in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

DOE provides copies of the Draft EIS to the general 
public, the scientific community, and appropriate 
regulatory agencies to review and provide comments. 



Please see the response to Comment S— 01-02 on 
safety. Section 4.1.3.1.5 of the EIS addresses 
severe accidents. 



Section 2.1 and the Summary have been revised to 
define "continued operation." As explained in 
Section 2.1, DOE considers K-, L-, and P-Reactors to 
be in operation during the current outage. 

There is no scientific consensus on a methodology 
for predicting adverse psychological impacts on 
individuals or population groups. No basis has been 
established for such analyses in the scoping process 
for this EIS, nor is an analysis of the 
psychological impacts of the fear of risk required 
by NEPA. 



Thank you. 
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My name is Elizabeth B. Terry. I live and work in Savannah with my 
husband and two children. Last year I spoke concerning the need for 
an environmental impact statement prior to any decision to restart 
the reactors at the Savannah River Site. I am pleased that the EIS 
was completed, but I do feel that there are several things missing 
from the draft that need to be dealt with in a manner that more 
fully protects the interests of those who live near the SRS. 

As a down-wind and down-river neighbor of the SRP my principal 
concerns have been the issue of proper hazardous waste disposal and 
air pollution. Some of the conclusions reached in the draft EIS 
lead me to question whether the EIS gave adequate attention to the 
health and welfare of the citizens of this area. These concerns 
must be of at least some concern to the government, and must be 
weighed against the needs for defense. It does not seem that the 
two concerns should be presented in an either/or situation. 

Obviously, we do want to avoid a situation such as the Soviet Union 
had at Chernobyl. Yet the reactors in question are of similar 
design, and even older. The SRS reactors were shut down as a safety 
precaution at a tine when they had already surpassed their life 
expectancy. The SRS reactors were shut down amid admissions of some 
considerable mishandling of hazardous waste disposal and also -leaks 
of a toxic and dangerous nature. Estimates to clean up the mess 
created over 40 years ranges into the decades and billions of 
dollars. But instead of discussing the clean up we simply hear 
about plans to rebuild and restart the aging and unsafe reactors. 

My main point and concern today is a simple one. I must take issue 
with an attitude and approach that is prevalent in the EIS 
document. Whenever there is discussion about the effect the restart 
will have on the environment; there is usually a statement such as; 

"since the reactors were in place prior to the applicable 
regulation they will not be required to comply with it." 



Please see the responses to Comments S— 03-01 on the 
risks to health and S-03-02 on the environmental 
impacts of continuing operation. 



Because the nuclear and physical-chemical 
characteristics of SRS reactors are fundamentally 
different from those of the Chernobyl reactors, a 
similar accident at SRS reactors is physically 
impossible. Page v of the Foreword contains an 
explanation of why the reactors were shut down. 
Also, please see the responses to Comments S-01-02 
on safety and S-05-07 on Chernobyl . 

Please see the response to Comment S-Q2-02 on waste 
management amd environmental restoration. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-02 on 
envi ronmental impacts. 
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A good example of this faulty approach is in the section concerning 
Air Quality {5.2.7 page 5-12). The argument that these reactors 
were "in operation" prior to the time that the regulations existed 
is simply specious. 

When the reactors were built the country was in a race that required 
everything else to be set aside. There was neither the knowledge 
nor the concern for the health and welfare issues surrounding 
nuclear weaponry production. We have learned a great deal over the 
intervening years and we must use this knowledge at every 
opportunity to provide a safe and proper environment for the 
citizens of our great country. 

To say that a restart of the SRS reactors will not require the 
strictiest of environmental protection is to ignore the lessons of 
Chernobyl and Three-Mile Island. It is also to ignore the fact that 
whenever the production of something creating a clear and present 
danger to our citizens is undertaken with the government's support; 
then surely the government should require that the producers will 
seek out and provide the highest standards for health and safety 
protection that are available to them. 

I was raised in an era that promoted the utmost trust and respect 
for our Government. In fact, I was ten years old when the SRS was 
first begun. I still trust and respect my government.. But this 
trust and respect does carry with it certain expectations. While I 
trust our Government to make the necessary and proper decisions 
regarding National Defense matters, I in turn expect these necessary 
decisions to be carried out in a manner that will protect the health 
and welfare of the citizenry to the greatest possible degree. 

This is not the time to look for loop holes in the regulations. 
Rather this is the time to require the highest standards of safety 
and environmental quality that science and technology can provide. 

Savannah and this beautiful coast should be a joyful place for my 
children to rear their children not a place filled with possible 
life and definite health dangers. We do NOT inherit the land from 
our fathers we borrow it from our children. 



Section 5.2.7 refers to non-nuclear power plants and 
diesel generators in reactor areas. The operation 
of the reactors will be subject to the radiation 
dose limits established for DOE facilities. 
Chapter 5 summarizes the major Federal and state 
requirements applicable to the continued operation 
of the SRS reactors. Chapter A, however, is 
explicit in discussing impacts, regardless of 
whether a particular facility is exempt from any 
requirements due to its age. 
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MS. EVERETTE: My name is Eliza Everette. I am seventeen years 
old. I don't have a prepared statement, but I have six things that 
maybe will make you think about the Savannah River plant reopening: 
leaking liquid waste containers, errors and failures and radiation 
monitoring equipment, aging of the reactors, lack of containment in 
the event of a reactor accident, inadequate fire detection and 
control, poor management and oversight practices. 

Just looking at that should tell you that we don't need to have 
another Savannah River started up again because all it is, is it's 
going to happen again. 1 mean, just all I can say is clean up and 
don't start it again. I mean, why don't you ever think about the 
children and stuff? All I can say is clean up. All I really have 
to say is don't restart, just stop and clean it up, please. 



DOE has discussed each of the six areas in the EIS. 
See Sections 2.1.2.7 and 2.1.2.8.2 on waste 
management and environmental restoration, 2.1.2.3.1 
on monitoring, 2.1.3.1.2 on aging, and 2.1.2.3.1 on 
confinement and containment and fire detection. 
Also, please see the response to Comment S-01-03 on 
oversight. 

Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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MR. FERRELLE: My name is Bob Ferrelle. I live at 107 
Salisbury Road, Wilmington Island. I didn't expect to speak this 
morning, someone asked me to. I'm glad to do it because I feel like 
we do have to speak up. I am against restarting the K-, L- and 
P-Reactors. You can see my little girl here I've been reeding gum 
and candy to so I'm down to my last few dollars and I need to go 
ahead and speak and get out of here. 

I saw a movie called Building Bombs, I don't know if anybody 
here has seen that. I saw it about a year ago and it shook me up. 
One of the things that movie pointed out was that there is a lot 
tritium that's been produced. Much more than we need to build 
bombs. And I'm kind of ignorant about this stuff, I'm not sure how 
the tritium is used and so forth, but we've got more than we need 
and I think stockpiled more than we need for quite a while. I may 
be wrong about that, but I think there's a lot we don't know as 
citizens. 

The second thing I heard on NBC Nightly News one night, they 
were talking about Chernobyl and that that accident contaminated the 
ground there for it will be about 20,000 years before that ground 
can be inhabited by human beings again. And that's really wild. 
This is not even the year 2000 yet, so that's a long time. 

I guess a question I have there is how can the DOE guarantee 
that we're not going to have that kind of thing happen? They can't 
because of human error. Human beings are fallible* We make 
mistakes. There's no way we can't make mistakes. And machines are 
fallible. They can't be perfect. 

And the third thing, and really top on my list, I guess, as I 
grow in parenthood, is my child. She is beautiful and I want the 
world to be a safe place for her. And that's why I'm talking. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. 



Please see the response to Comment S-13-02 on 
Chernobyl and safety. Steps are being taken to 
preclude, as much as possible, mistakes and 
equipment malfunctions. For example, see Section 
2.1.3.1.2 of the EIS. 



Sections 2.1.2.8.1 and 2.1.3.1.2 contain discussions 
on human performance. Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 
discuss many equipment upgrades, work controls, and 
maintenance practices related to equipment 
reliability. 
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And the fourth thing, the world has changed. Russia is 
changing, eastern Europe is changing quite a bit as we all know. I 
think people are changing. People are becoming more aware of the 
coiwnunity we have. And I guess my last question goes to the DOE — 
when are you going to change? 

That's all I have to say. 
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL H. TERRY 
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S-16-01 



S-16-02 



MR. TERRY: My name is Michael Terry. The chances of my 
speaking longer than five minutes are very slim because I'm about to 
lose my voice. 

Mr. Clarence Harrison yielded his time to oe on condition that 
I make a statement for him because he did have to leave. 

Mr. Harrison is a resident of Hampton, South Carolina, a 1942 
graduate of the University of Florida School of Agriculture and a 
Navy veteran from World War II. He was on Saipan when the Enola Gay 
dropped the atomic bomb on Hiroshima and two weeks later he landed 
at Hiroshima. According to him, the devastation that he saw was 
very frightening. 

He accepted the fact as a member of the military at that tine 
that it was necessary, but as a current resident of Hampton, South 
Carolina, he is very concerned about that kind of thing happening by 
accident in his own backyard. 

He was particularly concerned with the high cancer rates that 
he's seen there and that basically concludes what he asked oe to say 

for him. 

I'd like to take just a couple of minutes to endorse some of 
the things that have been said earlier. The main concern that I 
think we should have at this point if something is going to happen 
is that there be no compromises. The report as I read it clearly 
makes health and safety standard compromises. 

The requirements of air quality are compromised by saying that 
this is a pre-existing facility and this is consistent with the no 
action attitude in the EIS and this is not a no action approach. 
The restart is requiring a great deal of construction and whenever 
the Government is involved in activities such as this, the citizens 
require the utmost protection. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-01 on health 
risks. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-0&-01 on no 
action and $-03-02 on environmental impacts. 
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S-16-03 



The building of new incinerators, waste disposal sites, all of 
this kind of thing oust be under the highest state and Federal 
standards to protect the health and safety of our citizenry. And I 
don't see that dealt with at all in the EIS. Instead, they seek out 
loopholes to give then options to avoid compliance and the 
compliance should be at the highest level. 

Thank you. 



Chapter 5 of the EIS summarizes all Federal and 
state regulations applicable to the continued 
operation of the SRS reactors and describes the 
status of DOE compliance with these regulations. 
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STATEMENT OF AMANDA W. EVERETTE 
Greenpeace 



MS. EVERETTE: My name is Amanda Everette and I'm a member of 
Greenpeace and I would just like to say wake and smell the tritium 
because it's like they're acting really stupid because the floors of 
the plant have become sponge like because of exposure to the 
radioactivity and most of these plants were built during the 
McCarthy era when Communism was thought to be with everybody and I 
think it's really dumb and the way you like to say time is up — 
well, our time is up if you don't listen. 

So please listen because most people have a lot to say it's 
just that they're scared like me to say it- And don't worry about 
the children or teenagers — I have a very rare problem in my 
sinuses probably due to all this pollution around Savannah, the 
stink capital of the world. So that's all I have to say for now. 



Comments noted. 
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STATEMENT OF ROSANNE KIELY 
Peace Nexus 
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MS. KIELY: One is that I'm a member of a group called Peace 
Nexus, a local grassroots peace group and justice group here in 
Savannah and we've just put in place a peace pole and a peace park. 
And it's a pole that has on each of four sides the message may 
prevail on earth in four different languages. And so it stands as a 
universal symbol for world peace and unity. 

And it seems a funny time right now, an exciting time, 
everybody knows that the whole world is turning to peace and crying 
for justice and looking to the United States thinking that we're the 
high ideal of that and I'm a little bit ashamed of us and I think 
that it will come to light that maybe we are not as just a nation as 
we say we are to our own people because I don't think the Government 
is listening to us. I think they are deliberately not listening to 
us. 

I think it's a crazy world when in a government that says it's 
so just and cries for democracy that I have to drink bottled water 
from another area of the country because I know mine is not safe and 
I won't eat the fish from my own area because I know that it's not 
safe. 

And to know .that my Government knows that it's doing this to 
this land and to pretend that it's not and to talk in sort of a 
mumble jumble and to put on things like this, though it's valid and 
important and necessary, it's kind of like a kangaroo court. I 
mean, it certainly serves its purpose of giving us a chance to 
express ourselves, but it's kind of a smoke screen. 

I don't think anyone is really listening to us and I think it's 
just a sad symbol of what American maybe is coming to. 

Something I was thinking about — my parents brought some 
property recently in Tennessee by the Oak Ridge plant and I got 
really concerned because the close proximity of their property to 
that. So I had some friends in the environmental research area up 
there and had them check it out and they told me that my parents 
probably would be more safe there than I was living here in Savannah 



Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 
comments. 
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down river from the Savannah River plant. So it made me think even 
more about SRP and of course all the things that you've heard today. 

But another thing that we haven't talked too much about today 
is just the condition of our society and of our community and I just 
really feel like we can't work for justice or peace in our country 
or in our community until we can heal the wounds of the community 
and we have the big business, the SRP, and so much of the Department 
of Energy is connected with big business and big money and politics 
and as long as there's that division between the regular people and 
that, there isn't justice in this society. 

I don't mean to be rude to you guys, but I don't know what you 
all are reading but it's real hard to talk to you when you start 
reading something else when I'm trying to talk to you. 



I truly say that not meaning to put you on the spot, but that 
al difficult. But see — that's just another symbol of what'; 



o 

^ is real _ _ . _ _._ _ w _ v .„ 

o happening because you're almost like an absentee person 

Like — are we really talking to you? Are you really 
S-18-02 representative of who's going to hear something and do something or Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 

are you just doing your job and going away like it's just a comments, 

problem? It's just a problem. But this is America and it's not 
supposed to be that way, and the whole world is coming to find 
justice and freedom and looking to us, but this is what's really 
going on here. Maybe we will learn something from them, people who 
are really looking for true liberation and freedom. 

Anyway, I'll close with the chorus of a song which is almost 
more like a prayer that just has a lot of power to me and I hope it 
will mean something to you. I won't sing it, I will say it. If I 
can remember it. It says, "Now someone's on the telephone, 
desperate in his pain. Someone's on the bathroom floor, doing her 
cocaine. Someone's got his finger on the button in some room. No 
one can convince me we aren't gluttons for our doom. But I've tried 
to make this place my place, now I ask for providence to smile on me 
with his sweet face. 'Cause I tell you my place is of the sun and 
this place is of the dark. I do not feel the romance, I do not 
catch the spark. But by grace my sight grows stronger and I will 
not be a pawn for the Prince of Darkness any longer." 

Thank you. 



Comment 
Number 
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S _19 STATEMENT OF SUZANNE PLOWDEN 

MS. PLOWDEN: I'm Suzanne Plowden and I'm from Hilton Head 
Island. 

I'm not as pessimistic as people who have spoken before me and 
I think it's very good that you're having this hearing so that we 
can talk to you and hear you listening to us. I hadn't intended to 
speak at all, it will be very short. In fact, I wondered what I 
would say. But then I remembered that when my husband, who is over 
there, and I were living in Brazil and we lived abroad a great deal, 
we were living in Rio de Janeiro, and we went down to F radio where 
there were engineers building a nuclear plant for Brazil. And we 
were having a vacation and they were working on the nuclear plant. 
They were fascinating men. They were enjoying their work and why 
not, it was a beautiful place to work in. We got to know them quite 
well over our two-week vacation and I have no idea about the 
9 technicalities of nuclear production or of waste. But talking to 

j> these men it did impress me that they were all a little bit worried 

S about — excited about the project, but what about the waste? And 

when I said you mean you really don't know about waste when you 
build these things? This was by the way 12 years ago, Ted had not 
retired then. And they said, well, in the meantime, something would 
come along. 

But engineers are not insensitive people. You of DOE are not 
insensitive people. All of us are worried about cleaning up waste 
but it can be done. That's why I'm optimistic. It can be done, it 
can save jobs that are lost by producing very, very bad things that 
we've needed, I'll admit. But now let us hope that we do not need 
them as much. In fact, let us be optimistic about all the things 
that you're doing and that Greenpeace is doing. 

Now, my confession. My son is with Greenpeace. He is 
International Greenpeace. But his things are very positive things. 
He is saving the rain forests of Brazil in the Amazon, he spends a 
great deal of time there. He goes to Japan for the ITO, the 
International Timber Association meetings, he goes to the Ivory 
Coast. Ted and I have lived in India, we have lived in Malaysia, we 
have lived in all of these places that build quick nuclear things. 
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All of us I hope will come to the stage where we are in control 
of this. It's something that was probably needed but let us hope it 
is not needed now and I do agree with those people who talked about 
S— 1 9—01 we must not talk about continuation because this is restarting. We Please see the response to Comment S-08-01 on the 
are starting something we may regret and I hope you can take that continued operation of the reactors as opposed to 
message back with you. "restart." 

Thank you very much. 
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MS. LINNEHAN: I have no prepared remarks but would just like 
to say a few words about hope. And I guess that today the remarks 
that I have heard have made me think about the changes that are 
occurring in our world today, about the emphasis on democracy, about 
the emphasis on caring for the earth. And I guess what I'm thinking 
is that this is a time of tremendous change, a time of new 
beginnings and I think that it is a time for us to begin to think in 
a new way, to look at the past, to learn from the past and to begin 
thinking and acting in new ways. 

I think that the old technologies that we have used to develop, 

fn nr-nrtiiro anH tn donlnu mirl par wpannnc i <i hpi nn evaluated. All of 

us need to begin looking at that seriously, all the way back to the 
production of all that goes into making weapons and producing the 
waste that has so polluted our wonderful earth. And I guess I'd 
just ask that you take back with you, Mr. Patterson, our message of 
being caring and compassionate people for the earth, that ii we can 
send people to the moon, then I don't understand why we don't have 
the technology to clean up the waste that we have on our own earth. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



I thank you. 
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S-21-02 



MR. HCKINNON: My name is John McKinnon and I'm a student here 
in Savannah, Georgia. 

I was first introduced to the problem of Savannah River Plant 
when I was working with the grassroots organization living in 
Atlanta, Georgia and dealing with it from there is a more 
ideological problem, talking about it door to door, communicating to 
people about it. 

Since I've moved down here and started attending school, I've 
come to realize some of the day-to-day issues you have to take with 
this problem: realizing that the water that I drink out of my 
kitchen faucet has a little part of the Savannah River in it; that 
the water I use to cook my food with — that the water I have out 
has it; the soft drink has it; if I want to drink out of a water 
fountain at school or here in this hotel, it comes out of the 
Savannah River. When my friends come to town, I have to remind them 
not to drink this water. And it's not because I fear that drinking 
a glass of it is going to give them cancer, but it's because of the 
whole cumulative effect of poisons and toxins in the environment. 

My major concern isn't — people are talking about how safe it 
is to consume these things in small amounts in the water. I point 
out that when nuclear power and nuclear production were first 
introduced back in the fifties, the amount of radiation that you 
could consume in your body was phenomenal, legally. And science has 
told us progressively every single five or six years that we need to 
reduce the amount of radiation that we're consuming in our body. 

It's never been a situation where we find out that it's okay to 
consume a certain amount. It's always a smaller amount that we're 
allowing inside our bodies. 

No one's ever done any long-term studies of low level radiation 
in any drinking water, so how can any group of people tell us that 
it is safe? That they can set any standards for this? 

Another question I have that has been brought up before is the 
real need practically for the restart of the tritium reactor. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-06-07 on the 
risk of drinking Savannah River water and S— 1 1—02 on 
the potability of Savannah River water. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-06-01 and 
S-06-02 on low-level radiation, monitoring, and 
studies being conducted. 
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S-21-03 



Someone mentioned before that we don't actually need tritium for our 
nuclear arsenal. Even if you support the idea of nuclear warfare, 
why endanger an entire geographic location in this area by producing 
tritium that only enhances a nuclear explosion? We don't need to 
have that kind of power at our hands- It's enough that we can level 
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warheads. 



Please see the response to Comment $-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. 



That's really all I would like to say. 
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MS. WINCHESTER: My name is Laura Lee Winchester. I live in 
Midway, Georgia and I was not prepared to speak but by hearing 
everybody else speak it has spurred me on and I have wanted to say 
something. The organization that I guess I represent is a member of 
humankind, and I hope that is a member that everybody can represent 
here today. 

I have supported, mostly silently, many controversial and 
radical standings, nuclear disarmament is definitely one of them. 
Pro-choice is also another one. I have chosen to carry two 
children, this one is definitely on the way, and I also would like 
to be able to make the choice not to introduce a foreign agent into 
my body or environment. 

Just like the possibilities of our bodies rejecting that 
foreign body, our living mother earth which I greatly revere is 
going to reject it also and throw it back at us full force. I can 
appreciate the need to explore uncharted waters, nuclear energy, in 
order to progress. But does this mean that we have to subject 
ourselves to alterations to our environment and to our own molecular 
structure? I think not. 

We have so much natural energy that we have not even tapped 
yet. Let's explore those to its utmost before we jump headlong into 
a dangerous situation. 

I don't want my generation to just last a hundred years. I 
would like it to be able to last indefinitely. And if we say 
somebody else will take care of it, and that's what I've mostly 
done, when I say I've supported silently — I'll say, well, somebody 
else will stand up for me — that's why I got my husband to speak 
first, because I was too afraid to do so. But if we are too afraid 
to say what we dislike about something, then that's something 
nothing will be done for. So I felt that it was important for me to 
again stand up and be counted. And hopefully these words will reach 
the next generations and the next generations and they will be 
around to appreciate what we have done for their planet and 
hopefully take care of it. 



Comments noted. 



Thank you. 
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s _ 23 STATEMENT OF DOUG SHOEMAKER 

MR. SHOEMAKER: Hi. My name is Doug Shoemaker. And I'm 
speaking as an individual. And you know, what these hearings really 
need is a little bit of poetry. Here's one that fits the occasion. 
It's from Lewis Carroll's Alice in Wonderland. I quote: 



hair 



"You're old, Father William, " the young man said, "And your 
hair has become very white. And yet you incessantly stand on your 
head. Do you think at your age this is right?" 

"In my youth," Father William replied to his son, "I feared I 
might injure the brain. But now that I'm perfectly sure I have 
none, why I do it again and again." 

"You are old," said the youth, "As I mentioned before and have 
i grown most uncommonly fat, yet you turned a back somersault in at 

*• the door. Pray, what is the reason of that?" 

01 "In my youth," said the sage, as he shook his gray locks, "I 

kept all my limbs very supple by the use of this ointment, one 
shilling the box, allow me to sell you a couple." 

"You are old," said the youth, "And your jaws are too weak for 
anything tougher than suet. Yet you finished the goose with the 
bones and the beak — pray, how did you manage to do it?" 

"In my youth," said his father," I took to the law and argued 
each case with my wife. And the muscular strength which it gave to 
my jaw has lasted the rest of my life." 

"You are old," said the youth, "One would hardly suppose that 
your eye was as steady as ever. Yet you balanced a needle on the 
end of your nose what made you so awfully clever?" 

"I have answered three questions and that is enough," said his 
father, "Don't give yourself airs. Do you think I can listen all 
day to such stuff? Be off or I'll kick you downstairs." 

Well, Lewis Carroll wrote this so that even a child could 
understand that maybe old Father William wasn't exactly on the up 
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and up. And I don't know how Lewis Carroll knew this sixty or 
seventy years before the fact, but I believe Father William was 
probably a DOE employee and maybe even prepared the statement that 
we have before us that we're discussing today, because it doesn't 
answer the questions that we asked here in Savannah back in December 
of '68 and in Aiken in April of '89. It doesn't address the need 
for the tritium. 

We as taxpaying citizens are simply not allowed to know how 
much tritium this country has and to me, folks, that is not freedom 
and it's not representation. These hearings are pretty much just a 
rubber stamp. It's something the DOE has to do legally or else they 
can't restart their reactors. 

And anything we say or do, no matter how loud we yell, no 
matter how much we jump up and down, they're going to restart those 
reactors anyway and they are going to continue to poison us because 
they don't care. All they're worried about is their one shilling a 
box totals, their paychecks, their money, their ability to sell 
their tritium to commercial needs, which they've still done. 

I just look out at the people here who are concerned, who have 
driven many miles to testify, and I want you to know that your 
efforts are not wasted because you are bearing witness to a moral 
injustice. And I want the people that work for the DOE, that are 
contracted by the DOE to look at your fingerprints because they're 
covered with blood. 



PT-ease see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. 



Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 
comments . 



Thank you. 
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MS. SKEELS: My name is Julisa Skeels and I am here from 
Jacksonville, Florida. 

In January of 1986, the Challenger exploded. We mourned. It 
was all aver the media. I was in ninth grade. There was so much 
coverage for a handful of people who died. 

Should an accident occur here at this plant, many more than a 
handful of people would be affected. If the Government had known 
that the Challenger was going to blow up, would they have sent it 
anyway in the name of progress or in the name of some extended 
knowledge to use and transform into power against some supposed 
enemy? 

Sitting here today in the midst of a hearing, trying to 
persuade people not to inadvertently kill us, I am not sure of my 
answer. 

The glorification of the people who died in the Challenger 
accident is akin to the glorification of the death of Ryan White. I 
go to school in New York and I've been working closely with the AIDS 
issues. More people have died from AIDS than in the Viet Nam war, 
and one child is used to glorify and to pacify crowds of angry, 
nearly helpless people. 

Today we are supposedly being heard. What I am saying are only 
words. What the men over here are saying are only words. I will 
believe it when I see action. 

The lack of attention from the Government concerning the AIDS 
issue has been likened to genocide. If the power plant is 
restarted, then I feel our Government is really trying to prove just 
how murderous it can be. 

We do not need any more glorification or patronization. We 
need sensitive action. 

Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 
comments. 
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MS. O'BRIEN: National defense is designed to ensure the safety 
of a country and its people. Our defense system in the past may 
have served this purpose. However, our present defense system, a 
nuclear defense system, utterly fails to protect the safety of the 
people of the United States. 

We taxpayers are paying for our own destruction. We are no 
longer giving money to the Government which will be used to suit our 
best interests. Our present nuclear defense system not only uses 
disgracefully dangerous methods in the production of our bombs, as 
has been evident at the Savannah River plant, but scientists now 
tell us that missiles are capable of going off by themselves in the 
installation process. 

Thirdly, we are not even safe in using these missiles we spend 
so many billions of dollars producing for the contamination of the 
environment caused by an atonic or hydrogen bomb explosion certainly 
passes beyond national borders. 

We are concerned about how the Chernobyl accident affects us 
but not about how our bombs on foreign soils will hurt us or about 
how the production of our bombs here hurt us, especially us 
downstream from the Savannah River plant. I think I'd like to move 
to Washington, D.C. 

Now, for years, the Government has kept on producing missiles 
of greater magnitude for the deterrent purposes of mutually assured 
destruction. We have enough bombs now. The more we produce, the 
greater danger we put ourselves in. 

The Soviet Union has ruined its economy, and much of its 
environment as Chernobyl shows, in the production of bombs. Can we 
not learn from this? Is our Goverment incapable of change? 

The Soviet Union can no longer afford to keep up with our bomb 
production, so why do we keep challenging them? I think we have 
enough bombs and I hope that something will become of this hearing 
and that someone will listen to us. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-05-07 on 
Chernobyl . 
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S-26 STATEMENT OF KELINDA STONE MORTON 

Coiwnent on t he Draft En vironmental Impact 

Statement for Savannah River Plant's 

K-. L- and P- Reactors 

My name is Melinda Stone Morton. I am a native of the 
southeast region of the U.S., born in Tennessee, raised in Kentucky, 
Georgia, and North Carolina, resident for many years in the 
Appalachian mountains of Tennessee and Virginia. Most recently. I 
have been working in volunteer hurricane recovery efforts in 
McClellanville, South Carolina. 

I have three children and two grandchildren and I have worked 
as a teacher, community organizer, and writer, among other jobs. I 
have a law degree from the University of Tennessee and am licensed 
'x to practice law there. 

to I am very concerned about protecting the environment for 

ourselves and for future generations and have worked for different 
environmental causes and for an environmental lawyer. I am 
concerned, as well, about the need for adequate housing and have 
worked with Habitat for Humanity, headquartered in Anericus, to 
build houses for people in need. 

You are going to hear plenty of scientific facts and 
mathematical statistics today. I want to talk instead about the 
feelings of the human heart and soul and about human needs. 

I have come to Savannah today to testify because of the 
childhood memories I have of this place and because of the love and 
friendship I feel for the people here and for the city. I first 
came here in 1947 as a child of seven when my father's job with a 
plywood company, transferred him here. I lived and attended school 
on Tybee Island for a few months and also attended Charles Ellis 
School. Our family was transferred again in 1948, an impressionable 
time. Perhaps because I was fortunate in having a progressive and 
caring schoolteacher mother to guide my education outside the 
classroom, I experienced much and took in many impressions while I 
was here. 
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More than anything I think I remember the beauty and the bounty 
of this place: the marshes, the curving tidal creeks, the inland 
woods and swamps, the sea islands, the inlets and rivers, the 
ocean. I also remember the delicious seafood dinners we enjoyed, 
both from restaurants and from our own catch. We fished and crabbed 
at Tybee, and the unpolluted waters were productive. 

I remember moving inland and making friends with new neighbors 
on Buckhalter Road, Sarah and Henry. They were an elderly black 
couple who grew wonderful col lard greens, and my mother used to buy 
col lards from them. Sarah also took in laundry and did ironing to 
make ends meet. I may never have told them but I loved them then 
and still do for their basic, honest goodness and for their kindness 
to the little girl that was me. 

I moved away and didn't return to Savannah except to pass 
through until a few years ago when I spent a day trying to show my 
" youngest child some of the things I remembered about this beautiful 

4> city I had lived in when I was about his age. Much has changed, of 

q course, in forty-plus years, but much remains the same. 

Some of the things that remain the same are beautiful and 
good: the parks, the architecture, the vistas. But not everything 
is good. One thing that remains the same but that is not good is 
the condition of some of the housing that many people, mostly Black, 
it appears, live in in downtown Savannah. 

Similarly, some of the changes that have occurred are good, and 
S-26-01 some are not. One of the changes that is frightening is the Please see the response to Comment S-11-G2 on 

environmental degradation of the Savannah River caused by releases cumulative impacts to the Savannah River. 

of radioactive material at the Savannah River Plant. 

Both of these problems — substandard housing and environmental 
degradation — are linked either directly or indirectly to the 
Savannah River Plant and other weapons production facilities, and 
that is why I came here today to ask you to listen for a moment to 
my concerns. The root cause of both of these problems, I believe, 
is excessive spending for military purposes, with corresponding 
inadequate spending for' social needs. 
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The restart of reactors at the Savannah River Plant will only 
serve to exacerbate these problems, to make them worse. The restart 
will cause more damage to the Savannah River environment. The 
restart will channel more funds into the production of weapons and 
correspondingly will take funds needed for housing. 

We do not need to have those reactors restarted . Instead we 
need a cleaned-up, healthy and bountiful natural environment. 
Especially do many Black people and others who work at low-paying 
jobs, with wages insufficient to support the costs of decent rental 
housing or home ownership, need to be considered when decisions are 
made that ultimately affect the federal budget for government 
housing programs and home loans. Money spent by the Department of 
Energy to revamp and upgrade facilities for weapons production is 
money that is not available for housing and other human needs. We 
need a new definition of national security, one that is concerned 
with meeting needs of people and the planet rather than producing 
weapons. 

In recent years and months, the international political scene 
and the prospect for arms control has improved tremendously. The 
rationale for a number of weapons systems has simply evaporated. 
Congress has recognized this and is cutting funds for weapons 
production. This tritium produced at the Savannah River Plant won't 
be needed. But decent housing will continue to be needed. 

How then can you justify the expenditure of huge amounts of 
money for the continuing operation of the bomb factory? The money 
that is used for wages and materials in the military industrial 
complex could better be spent for wages and materials in the human 
services sector. 

The bomb plant should be scaled back, not geared up. The 
environmental degradation that has already occurred should be 
cleaned up, not added to by a restart. 

The Savannah River Plant has become a hindrance rather than a 
help to the people of this beautiful city in this beautiful natural 
place, the savannah for which the river and the city were named. 
Shut down the bomb plant! Clean up the river! Help the people in 

Savannah! 



Please see the response to Comment S— 1 1—02 on 
cumulative impacts to the Savannah River. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. 
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Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment 

Department of Energy 

Draft Environment Impact Statement Hearings 

Savannah, Georgia 

May 31, 1990 
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Long before there were organizations such as Coastal Citizens 
for a Clean Environment, the Department of Energy (DOE) ran the 
Savannah River Nuclear Weapons Material Production Plant (SRP) with 
total disregard for the health and safety of its workers, the 
environment and the people of Georgia and South Carolina. Since the 
late seventies groups like ours have been working to make the public 
aware of the cavalier "production at any cost" attitude that the DOE 
displayed which led to the complete cessation of new nuclear weapons 
material production at SRP. The reactors have been shut down since 
1988. The Department of Energy has no intentions of running SRP 
within the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's guidelines for commercial 
nuclear plants and has not even fulfilled even its own safety 
requirements and yet here we are discussing restart of the decrepit 
K, L, and P Reactors. The fall of the Iron Curtain has not been 
recognized by the DOE. The need for nuclear weapons to deter the 
"Red Peril" can no longer be demonstrated to rational U.S. 
citizens. In the light of recent arms control talks and the cuts in 
new nuclear weapons systems, this EIS should be addressing the 
decommissioning of the "bomb plant" instead of restart. 

The DOE has been given taxpayers' money by Congress to clean up 
the environmental cesspools it has created in the name of nuclear 
deterrence. The use or misuse of these environmental restoration 
funds needs to be scrutinized before the DOE attempts to revive the 
antiquated reactors at SRP. Why is 80 million dollars of clean up 
money being used to build a cooling tower for the K Reactor? This 
clearly is a misappropriation of clean up funds for weapons 
production. DOE Secretary Watkins has stated that the DOE does not 
have the technology needed to clean up the nuclear weapons 
facilities. Watkins will never have this technology if he continues 
to divert environmental restoration funds into plutonium 
reprocessing in Washington State and cooling towers in the 
Southeast. It is apparent the the DOE is still putting production 
foremost on its agenda. 



Many NRC guidelines are specific to commercial power 
reactor design, which is not equivalent to SRS 
reactor design. DOE operates the SRS reactors in 
compliance with its own safety criteria, which are 
comparable {but not identical) to those the NRC 
applies to commercial nuclear power facilities. 
Both NRC and DOE have a safety philosophy on the 
design, construction, and operation of facilities. 
Also, please see the response to Comment S-01-03 on 
safety oversight. 

Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. Funding 
is not within the scope of this EIS; however, funds 
for cooling-tower construction are not contingent on 
environmental restoration funds. 
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The millions of gallons of high levelj radioactive waste 
accumulated at SRP over the last 40 years pill take at least half 
that time to be put into a more manageable but no less deadly 
glassified form. According to the DOE figures in the draft EIS, 
each year of operation of the K, L, and P Reactors will create 
enough high level radioactive waste to extend this process by three 
months or more. The glass vitrification plant has yet to process a 
single drop of dangerous nuclear byproduct's but with the restart of 
these reactors the process will continue on beyond 2010. 

Radioactive tritium seepages into the groundwater from the past 
40 years of nuclear weapons production will continue for up to 30 
years according to the draft EIS. The DOE plans to again discharge 
tritium into our environment with the proposed restart. The draft 
EIS states that the Department of Energy p^ans to restart the aged 
SRP reactors before the completion of a probabilistic risk 
assessment. Resumption of nuclear weapons production must not be 
allowed before this basic safety procedure required of all 
commercial facilities is fully operational. 



The draft EIS proposes three alternatives for the restart of 
the Savannah River Plant. Speaking as chairperson of Coastal 
Citizens for a Clean Environment, our membership finds Alternative 
#1 , restart of the ancient SRP reactors under the DOE's proposed 
operating procedures totally unacceptable for the environmental and 
human safety of this region. We would urge the DOE to follow its 
own alternative #3 and have the reactors ,in cold standby until a 
need for continued nuclear weapons production is clearly 
demonstrated in today's changing political climate. 



The Defense Waste Processing Facility (OWPF), which 
is scheduled to begin operation in 1992, will 
convert the high-level waste into an essentially 
insoluble form not subject to environmental 
transfer. The associated saltstone plant for 
processing low-level waste from high-level waste 
tanks began operation in June 1990. 

Please see the responses to Comments S-06-02 and 
S-06-06 on radiological risks and changes in 
discharge patterns. 

The NRC has only recently {NRC Generic Letter 88-20) 
required the commercial power industry to perform an 
Independent Plant Evaluation (IPE) for each 
commercial reactor. This IPE can be satisfied by 
the completion of a full-scope Level-1 PRA for 
internal events, and a Containment System 
Performance study, which can best be described as a 
limited-scope Level-2 PRA. While the IPE is being 
done, there is no requirement for the reactor to 
shut down until the analysis is completed; in fact, 
a licensee has 3 years in which to complete the 
IPE. Thus, while recognizing the usefulness of a 
PRA as an analytical tool, NRC does not consider its 
completion to be a prerequisite to continued 
operation of a licensed power reactor. 

Comment noted. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



Comment 
Number 



S-28 
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MR. WHIPPLE: My name is Warren Whipple. I represent 
Greenpeace Action. Gentlemen, Greenpeace feels that the level of 
devastation, the types of materials that are being produced over 
there, the types of Pandora's Box that you're sitting on at that 
site over there of things that you do not understand doesn't even 
merit discussion at this point. 

You are thinking about producing materials which the technology 
does not exist to clean up. We understand how the DOE works. We 
all understand what you are charged with constitutionally and all 
that sort of thing. You are going to make the materials anyway if 
you determine that there is a need. And that is what we would like 
to focus on. That question of need. 

To that end in your own evironmental statement, in the draft, 
on page 263, you say, "Need for materials: Appendix A, n which is 
classified, "provides quantitative discussion of the need to produce 
nuclear materials, including impacts of determination," blah, blah, 

blah. 

It is good to know that this quantitative discussion has 
occurred. It would be helpful to some of us to actually know: Is 
there a need? And what is this need? Are we facing a drastic 
tritium shortage that is going to put us on the back burner of world 
power? So drastic that we have to start it up by December? 

On page 1-3, you also state, "The potential exists that the 
materials requirements could decrease in the future due to the 
change in world geopolitical situation, e.g., political strategic 
arms reduction talk treaties, potential reduction of the U.S. 
technical presence in NATO and budget constraints. A qualitative 
analysis," another one, "indicated that although the potential for 
significant reductions to material requirements exists, it is not 
likely that the requirements for the near term will change 
significantly. This is due to the long lead time following 
enactment of a treaty before recycled materials from retired weapons 
would become available. Thus, although material requirements Bright 
change in the future, the current nuclear weapons stockpile 
memorandum remains the basis for the analysis in this EIS." 



Please see the response to Comment $-03-03 on the 
need for tritium. 
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This is all wonderful. We have no grounds to which to talk to 
you about this. All of this material is classified. Therefore, all 
we are left with is a letter that a group called the Nuclear Control 
Institute — this is not all we are left with, but the thing that we 
would like to introduce into the record today is a letter that was 
put together last week by the Nuclear Control Institute in 
Washington. It was drafted, my associate, Tom Clements, will read 
it following my testimony to keep us within your 5-minute limit. 

I would simply like to point out some of the people who signed 
this letter and were instrumental in the putting of it together: 

Hans Bethe, 1967 Nobel Laureate in physics, former head of the 
Theoretical Division at Los Alamos National Laboratory. 

Peter Bradford is a former commissioner of the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 

William E. Colby the former director of Central Intelligence. 

Thomas D. Davies, Retired Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy, chaired the 
U.S. delegations in treaty negotiations with the Soviet Union on a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban and on environmental warfare. 

Philip J. Farley, Director of Poli ti co-Hi litary Affairs at the 
State Department, formerly. Deputy Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency and alternate chairman of the U.S. SALT I 

delegation. 

Richard L. Garwin, a member of the President's Science Advisory 
Committee under Presidents Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon. 

Roswell Gilpatric, served as Deputy Director of Defense under 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. 

Paul Leventhal, President of the Nuclear Control Institute. 

Robert McNamara, served as Secretary of Defense under 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson and as president of the World Bank. 

Stanley Resor, former Secretary of the Army. 

John B. Rhinelander, formerly was Deputy Legal Advisor at the 
State Department and the legal advisor to the SALT I delegation. 
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Theodore Taylor, formerly nuclear weapons designer at Los 
A1 amos . 

Stansfield Turner, Retired Admiral, U.S. Navy, former U.S. 
Director of Central Intelligence. 

And Cyrus Vance, former Secretary of State during the Carter 
Administration. 

The letter pretty much speaks for itself. In the future and in 
this final draft, in the Final EIS, this question will not be 
resolved. Until the question of need, a need so great as to 
overwhelm all the things that you have been hearing today and all 
the things that you will be hearing in Columbia and in Aiken, this 
need question will have to be addressed to expect any kind of 
satisfaction or anything from us. Thank you. 
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MR. CLEMENTS: My name is Tom Clements and I work for 
Greenpeace Action and work on disarmament issues specifically, 
regarding Department of Energy policy at the Savannah River 
parti cularly. 

Cheryl Jay has pointed out some symbolism of Westinghouse 
symbols and logos. Well, SRS actually stands for Stop Restart. And 
that is what I think is going to happen, that the restart is going 
to be stopped. And I want to read this letter because I think it is 
quite important in what is happening right now with the strategic 
arms reduction talks that are happening and the change in the world 
cl imate. 

As Mr. Patterson mentioned, Alternative 3 is to terminate 
operation of the three reactors and place them on cold standby. And 
I predict this is going to happen because of everybody here tonight 
and the changing global climate that is happening. 

The letter that Warren mentioned previously was sent to 
President Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev on May 23rd, last week. It has 
not gotten a lot of attention, but as he mentioned, it was signed by 
McNamara, Cyrus Vance, Colby, ex-CIA Director. And, basically, this 
is also Greenpeace's thinking regarding the production of tritium 
and that the reactor should not be restarted. 

"Dear Presidents Bush and Gorbachev: We wish to call to your 
attention a unique opportunity that is made possible by your 
historic efforts to halt and reverse the nuclear arms race. Unless 
it is grasped promptly, however, it is likely to recede rapidly. 

With large reductions in strategic and tactical nuclear weapons 
under active consideration, the United States and the Soviet Union, 
either by agreement or by reciprocal unilateral action, have the 
opportunity to avoid the further operation of old, potentially 
unsafe nuclear reactors for production of weapons materials and to 
avoid the spending of billions on replacement reactors. 



Comments noted 
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We write in the hope that, in connection with the forthcoming 
summit," which is happening right now, "you will consider steps to 
realize such a remarkable achievement. 

The window of opportunity is fast closing, however, as the 
United States prepares to restart its weapons production reactors, 
all of which have been shut down for safety reasons since June 1988, 
and to construct new production reactors. A principal impetus for 
these plans is the continuing production of weapons materials in 
Soviet military reactors during this period. While the Soviet side 
has announced a timetable for shutdown of its production reactors by 
the year 2QG0, this timetable is not reassuring to the U.S. side, 
which sees itself at the disadvantage because of the involuntary 
shutdown of its reactors while Soviet production continues. 

Surely, this unrelenting race to produce yet more ingredients 
o for nuclear weapons — plutonium and tritium — deserves serious 

i reexamination in the light of the progress being made to end the 

£ nuclear arms race, 

oo 

Unless one side or the other actually contemplates increases in 
its stockpile of weapons, a credible case cannot be made for further 
production of plutonium. With a shelf life of thousands of years, 
plutonium is salvageable from retired weapons for possible reuse in 
replacement warheads. For the same reason, each side already has 
acted unilaterally to halt further production of highly enriched 
uranium, the other long-lived fissionable material, for use in 
weapons. 

The issue of tritium production is somewhat more complicated 
because, unlike plutonium and highly enriched uranium, tritium 
decays relatively rapidly — over dozens of years. Its production 
must be continued to maintain the size of a nuclear arsenal. No 
fresh tritium need be produced, however, if warheads utilizing 
tritium are retired at a rate that keeps pace with or exceeds 
tritium's decay. Under those circumstances, tritium recovered from 
retired warheads would be sufficient to replenish tritium in the 
remaining warheads for many years. 

A key consideration, therefore, is whether there are likely to 
be agreed or unilateral reductions in nuclear weapons in the 
immediate future that will make additional tritium production by 
either side unnecessary. 
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Major arms reduction initiatives are now moving forward, beyond 
the progress already made by the INF agreement and by unilateral 
actions. A START treaty, in combination with budgetary limitations 
on new deployments, will likely reduce the U.S. and Soviet strategic 
stockpiles by as much as several thousand warheads on each side. 
Even more substantial reductions in strategic weapons are being 
explored in post-START discussions already underway. 

In addition, deep reductions in tactical nuclear weapons, 
negotiated or unilateral, now appear imminent as the result of 
political changes in Europe. The retirement of some 3,000 U.S. 
tactical nuclear weapons and of larger numbers of comparable Soviet 
weapons seems possible as pressure builds for removal of at least 
the land-based nuclear missile and artillery warheads from German 
territory. And growing sentiment for elimination of naval tactical 
nuclear weapons eventually could lead to the retirement of several 
thousand additional warheads. 
o 

i- These reductions would create a sizable tritium reserve on both 

^° sides to sustain remaining warheads and would make additional 

^° production a costly redundancy. Even now, the amount of tritium in 

the U.S. weapons inventory is sufficient to meet tritium 
requirements of 3,000 warheads for 35 years and 1,000 warheads for 
more than 50 years. We assume that a similar sufficiency to 
maintain an effective deterrent exists on the Soviet side. 

We urge you both, therefore, to consider the desirability and 
the feasibility of a complete nuclear weapons materials production 
halt at this time. The halt need not await a complicated formal 
agreement. It can be achieved by reciprocal unilateral steps. 

The Soviet Union need only accelerate its timetable for a 
shutdown of all production reactors, effective immediately or in the 
near future. 

The United States need only defer plans for start-up of its 
production reactors and for construction of new production reactors. 

Each side could maintain a number of production reactors on 
"cold stand-by" status as a contingency against a breakdown in the 
ongoing arms reduction process. 
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Such reciprocal, unilateral action could be verified 
immediately by satellite surveillance of shut-down reactors. Talks 
could begin on other verification and on-site inspection 
arrangements necessary to make possible a long-term production halt. 

An immediate production halt would provide substantial domestic 
and international benefits without adverse military impact. Beyond 
avoiding the continued operation of aging, potentially unsafe 
production reactors and the building of costly replacements, the 
superpowers clearly would be signaling their intent to forego 
expansion of their nuclear arsenals and, indeed to proceed with 
serious reductions over the next several decades. Yet, even if the 
arms-reduction process breaks down or does not produce deep cuts 
that keep pace with tritium's steady decay, each side will still be 
in a position to restart the production reactors held on cold 
stand-by and to construct new reactors, if necessary. 

o 

i Conversely, missing the present opportunity to achieve a 

lo production halt imposes a number of risks and costs, including those 

° associated with continued production activities that could only feed 

the nuclear arms race and inspire other nations to follow suit. We 
hope, therefore, that you will explore this additional pathway to 
peace while the present opportunity lasts." 

That is the end of the letter and we just wanted to enter this 
into the record. And I will give you a copy of these materials. I 
am going to be presenting formal testimony in Aiken, South Carolina, 
but as I said to begin with, this supports Alternative 3 to retain 
the reactors on cold standby. And I would encourage any of you out 
there who have some feelings about this issue and are not signed up 
to speak please to do so. To my knowledge, all of the morning 
speakers, there was nobody in favor of the Department of Energy's 
position on restarting the reactors. Everybody needs to go on 
record to say that. 

Thank you very much. 
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MR. NEAL: My name is Johnny Neal and I am from Midland, 
Georgia. I am opposed to the restart of all three reactors at the 
Savannah River Site. I believe our nuclear weapons stockpile has 
far surpassed a reasonable level. I believe the health hazards 
resulting from nuclear waste and radiation leaks need to be reversed. 

The many jobs located at SRS needs to be redirected towards 
cleaning up these health hazards. I am in no way for the 
continuation of the production of nuclear weapons materials. Thank 
you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. The need 
for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS. 



l 
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COMMENTS OF TIM CONNOR 
Analyst, Energy Research Foundation 

537 Harden Street 

Columbia, SC 29205 

(803) 256-7296, (404) 736-5106 



[These are Mr. Connor's written contents. 
statement . ] 



He also made an oral 



RE: DOE/EIS 0147D, 

Draft Envi ronnental Impact Statement 

Continued Operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors 

Savannah River Site 

Aiken, South Carolina 

Hy name is Tim Connor. I live at 801 Monte Sano Ave. in 
Augusta and am a staff member at the Energy Research Foundation, a 
non-profit private foundation based in Columbia, South Carolina that 
is primarily devoted to the study of nuclear weapons production. 

Hy comments today will focus primarily on three areas where I 
believe the draft document is inadequate. The three areas have to 
do with the formulation and presentation of long-term environmental 
risks to people living near and downstream of the Savannah River 
Plant. The gist of oy comments on these points is that while the 
document contains some interesting and useful information it is 
nevertheless technically and philosophically flawed. 

Before I get to that I'd like to say that I think the main flaw 
lies in the process itself. As one who has participated in a fair 
number of DOE-sponsored NEPA proceedings over the years I have come 
to respect the patience with which department officials attending 
and supporting these hearings have received and responded to public 
comment. But at the same time most of us realize that the process 
itself is a charade. The- intent of the law is that these 
proceedings be used as a tool for good decision-making, that somehow 
decisionmakers will evenly weigh the purported benefits of operating 
these plants with the real and potential environmental and public 
health consequences. 

When it comes to nuclear weapons plants, however, it is clear 
that the process begins with the decisions already having been 



Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 
comments . 
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made. The scale on which our questions, comments, and concerns are 
to be weighed is permanently tipped to one side. Because the "need" 
for nuclear materials is described in the absolute terms of national 
security there is absolutely nothing we can present that would be 
allowed to upset the balance. 

Unfortunately, the logical extension of this policy is that 
everything else has been expendable. Indeed, this is how U.S. 
nuclear weapons policy has given us two histories. One is 
written — as this document has been written — by the institutions that 
have provided the rhetoric and ammunition for the U.S. half of the 
nuclear arms race. The other history is only now beginning to be 
written and beginning to get the attention it deserves. It exists 
among people in the Marshall Islands and in Nevada and Utah who were 
unwittingly exposed to harmful levels of radioactive fallout from 
U.S. weapons testing. It exists among people who live downwind of 
Han ford, Washington where for years milk and other crops were 
contaminated in the fields of Franklin County. It exists among 
people who live near the Fernald, Ohio plant where neighbors of that 
facility have had their land and groundwater contaminated and where . 
the Energy Department recently agreed to pay $78 million in 
damages. It exists in other places and among other people as well. 

The point is, the narrow action under the discussion today — the 
restart of three aging production reactors at Savannah River 
Plant — must be viewed in the broader context of our national 
experience with nuclear weapons production and testing. That 
experience has taught us two things. One is that radiation releases 
from these activities can and do hurt people. The second is that 
the operators of these facilities have often failed to adequately 
inform and protect people who might be at risk for injury as a 
result of their operations. One consequence of this experience is 
that citizens, now more than ever, demand and deserve a more 
thorough and honest accounting from the Energy Department and its 
contractors about the nature of the environmental and public health 
risks from its operations. 

It is that accounting that I wish to address with the following 
three points: First, the draft EIS does not adequately portray the 
true extent of off-site contamination as a result of Savannah River 
operations. Second, the draft wrongly contends that decisions about 
risk from Savannah River operations are morally comparable to other 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-01 on the 
risks to health and environmental impacts. DOE 
publishes an annual environmental report that 
informs the public of releases from SRS activities 
and the doses to individuals and population groups 
calculated to result from them (e.g., Savannah River 
Site Environmental Report for 1988 . 
WSRC-RP-89-59-1 ) . There is no evidence of any harm 
to members of the public as a result of these 
releases, and there is no scientific basis on which 
to expect such harm. 



Table C-6. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Content 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



S-31-03 



o 
I 



S-31-04 



S-31-05 



forms of risk. Thirdly, the draft wrongly implies that future risks 
from Savannah River ought to be considered independent of the 
accumulating risk faced by populations that have been exposed to 
radiation from Savannah River Plant for nearly 40 years. 

1) The draft EIS does not adequately portray the true extent of 
off-site contamination that results from Savannah River operations. 

While the draft acknowledges that people living near Savannah 
River Plant and drinking water drawn from the Savannah River are 
routinely exposed to radiation from SRP operations, relatively 
little information is provided describing the physical and chemical 
forms of the contamination and the ways in which radioactive 
pollution reaches affected populations. From the discussion 
provided in the draft EI5 on this issue the reader is expected to 
draw the conclusion that radiation releases from Savannah River are 
unremarkable and insignificant. We believe a more objective and 
thorough examination of Savannah River releases and their 
accumulation in the off-site environment would show that some 
releases are remarkable and significant and others need to be looked 
at more closely. 

As a convenient reference in this regard I'm going to use data 
collected at DOE's Han ford facility in Washington state. Hanford is 
the facility in the U.S. that is most like Savannah River. Both 
plants have active and inactive reactors and both have active 
nuclear fuel reprocessing plants. Both are built on major waterways 
and, regrettably, both facilities use waste disposal methods that 
contaminate groundwater and surface water. Operations at both 
facilities have, over the years, resulted in off-site air, soil, and 
water contamination. 



One major difference between 
Savannah River operations include 
tritium, whereas Hanford operation 
as a byproduct of reactor and fuel 
releases of tritium at Savannah Ri 
than 100 times that magnitude of t 
Another difference between the two 
assessment of historical radiation 
such study has yet been initiated 
from Savannah River Plant and the 
resulting from those releases. 



Savannah River and Hanford is that 

the production of radioactive 

s produce and release tritium only 

reprocessing operations. Thus, 
ver on an annual basis are more 
ritium releases from Hanford. 
sites is that while a thorough 
doses is underway at Hanford, no 
focusing on historical releases 
cumulative radiation doses 



The EIS considers the physical and chemical forms of 
the radioactive materials if such factors are 
significant in the dose evaluations. For example, 
tritium can be present either as tritiated water 
{tritium oxide) or as tritium gas, with different 
dose conversion factors; other nuclides can be 
present as particulates that are subject to 
deposition or as gases that are not. The presence 
of a radionuclide in a food substance defines its 
characteristic, as does its appearance in sediments 
of streams or rivers. 



A comparison of SRS operations with those at the 
Hanford Reservation is not relevant for several 
reasons: Hanford has not been operated to produce 
tritium, as SRS has, and thus has less inventory 
available for potential release via leaks, etc.; the 
reactors at Hanford differ in design from those at 
SRS, and do not use heavy water (which also yields 
tritium as a contaminant) as a moderator; and the 
climatological , hydrological , and geochetnical 
environments are totally dissimilar (Hanford is in a 
desert climate receiving an average of slightly more 
than 6 inches of rain per year; borders the Columbia 
River, which has a mean flow (120,000 cfs) about 12 
times that of the Savannah River; and produces no 
nondesert vegetation except those that are planted 
and irrigated). 

DOE has calculated both on- and off site radiological 
doses for a 36-year period. This information is 
provided in Tables 3-13 and 3-14 in the EIS. 
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Tritium: From what we know radioactive tritium is, by far, the 
major contributor to off-site radiation doses from Savannah River 
operations. Indeed, studies indicate that Savannah River Plant 
releases more tritium to the environment than all other U.S. nuclear 
facilities combined. Tritium is the most invasive of all 
radionuclides, capable of exposing people both via inhalation and 
the absorbtion of tritium through the skin. 

As Dr. Karl Z. Horgan, the former Director of. the Health 
Physics Division at Oak Ridge National Laboratory notes in his 
comments submitted on this draft EIS, tritium's biological harm is 
much greater than radiation protection guidelines — used by the 
Energy Department and other federal agencies — currently 
acknowledge. According to Dr. Horgan, who for 20 years was chairman 
of the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) 
committee charged with setting standards for internal radiation 
exposure, laboratory evidence on. the biological harm caused by 
tritium indicates that current standards understate tritium toxicity 
by as much as five times. 

In 1988, all tritium releases {to soil, surface water, and air) 
from Hanford were reported at just under 4,000 curies. By 
comparison, annual releases from a typical 1,000 MW nuclear power 

plant are about 830 curies. In 1988, Savannah River Plant reported 
the release of 479,000 curies, more than 100 times what Hanford 
released that year and over 500 times as much as a typical nuclear 

power plant. 

The draft EIS does not well describe the degree to which 
tritium released from Savannah River Plant operations permeates the 
surrounding environment. The EIS doesn't report, for example, that 
in 1988 tritium in water vapor measured at the Savannah River Plant 
site perimeter reached levels up to 25,000 pCi/L. (By comparison 
the EPA drinking water standard for tritium is 20,000 pCi/L.) Other 
examples: 



Dr. Morgan's current views have been considered by 
authoritative national and international scientific 
committees and agencies, and have not been accepted 
as valid, as evidenced by the absence of change in 
recommendations on tritium intake. 



Please see the response to Comment S-3I-04 on 
comparisons of DOE facilities. 



The comparison of maximum measured tritium 
concentrations in atmospheric moisture with annual 
average EPA community drinking-water standards is 
not correct, because that moisture is not ingested; 
that moisture at an average humidity of 50 percent 
at 75°F would produce an airborne inhaled tritium 
concentration of about 0.3 pCi/l, which can be 
compared with the DOE annual concentration guide for 
inhaled tritium {as water) of 100 pCi/L. 
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Drinking Water: 

• Based on the difference between upstream and downstream 
measurements inflow of groundwater contaminated by Hanford 
discharges doubles the concentration of tritium in the Columbia 
River. The maximum concentration of tritium at the City of 
Richland's drinking water intake (just downstream of Hanford) in 
1988 was 160 picocuries per liter (pCi/L). The maximum 
concentration at the Beaufort-Jasper water treatment plant in 1988 
was 3,980 pCi/L or 25 times higher. 7 

• The Environmental Protection Agency regularly collects and 
publishes data on tritium concentrations in U.S. drinking water 
supplies. From quarterly data collected in 1988, EPA published 301 
entries or about 75 entries each quarter. Of those 301 samples, 283 
or 94% had tritium concentrations at or below 300 picocuries per 
liter. The highest level of tritium in drinking water reported by 
the EPA from 1988 was 2,300 pCi/L from a sample reportedly collected 
at Savannah, Georgia. I'm told that the City of Savannah no longer 
draws domestic water from the Savannah River but that industrial 
users in the Savannah area do use water drawn from the river through 
the Port Wentworth water plant. 

Rainwater: Each month the EPA gathers rainwater samples at 40 
to 50 locations around the United States. In 1988 they reported 
results from 495 samples. 10 Of those 495 samples only 10 samples 
were measured at concentrations of 500 picocuries per liter (pCi/L) 
or more. Of those 10 samples at or exceeding 500 pCi/L, five of 
them were gathered at Barnwell, South Carolina. Two were collected 
in Columbia, South Carolina and one in Charlotte, North Carolina. 
(One each was collected a Niagara Falls, New York and Idaho Falls, 
Idaho.) The highest concentration EPA sampled in 1988 came from 
Barnwell and registered 2,100 pCi/L. 

Savannah River Plant does not publicly report tritium 
concentrations in rainwater in the area that lies between the plant 
perimeter and the 100 miles radius. In rain samples collected by 
SRP at the plant boundary in 1988, however, tritium concentrations 
in rainwater averaged 1,700 pCi/L with readings as high as 6,700 
pCi/L. In 1987 one rainwater sample at the site boundary 
registered 85,000 pCi/L. The average concentration of tritium in 
rainwater at the site boundary during 1987 was reported at 4,600 
pCi/L. 13 



Response 



Except where it provides specific responses, DOE 
believes that the following comments are anecdotal, 
and are either irrelevant to the analyses of impacts 
provided in the EIS, or are extracted from the 
environmental information sources used to prepare 
(and already referenced in) the EIS. Also, please 
see the responses to Comments S-03-01 on risks to 
health and environmental impacts, S— 05— 14 on 
exposure limits, and S— 31-04 on comparisons of DOE 
sites. 
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The Georgia Department of Natural Resources does sample 
rainwater in Georgia locations beyond the Savannah River Plant 
boundary but within the 100 mile radius. From 1985 to 1987 tritium 
concentrations in rainwater near Savannah River Plant were regularly 
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exceeded 10,000 pCi/L. 



14 



Surface Water; Sampling reported by SRP for 1988 record levels 
of tritium in Savannah River water averaging between 1,000 and 3,400 
pCi/L with peaks ranging up to 11,000 pCi/L. Moreover, tritium 
contribution to rainfall around Savannah River Plant appears to have 
affected water quality in South Carolina's Edisto River which the 
SRP environmental team uses as a control comparison for judging SRP 
contamination of the Savannah River. In 1988, according to SRP 
reports, tritium concentrations in the Edisto averaged 330 
picocuries per liter with a maximum value of 750 picocuries per 
liter. In 1987, tritium concentrations in the Edisto River averaged 
410 pCi/L, with a maximum reported value of 940 pCi/L. 

By comparison the average concentration of tritium in Columbia 
River water downstream of Hanford in 1988 (even after receiving 
substantial tritium inflow from Hanford groundwater) was 132 pCi/L 

. .2 j.l. - ; --._ j; _r leu _(-: /i lb r* » - -i-_ 4--t- _,,„*;.._ i._ 
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compare the levels of tritium found in the Edisto with those 
measured in Georgia's Altahama River near the Edwin Hatch nuclear 
plant in southern Georgia. The most recent data published by the 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources report that of 47 upstream 
samples collected from the Altahama between December 1984 and 
December 1987, none exceeded 300 pCi/L. Of 45 samples collected 
at a sampling point four miles downstream of the Hatch nuclear 
plant, one measured 500 pCi/L, another measured 300 pCi/L, and the 
rest were less than 300 pCi/L. And yet, tritium levels in the 

Edisto River average well over 300 pCi/L with peaks near 1,000 
pCi/L. This clearly suggests that tritium from Savannah River Plant 
is contaminating the Edisto watershed as well. 

Milk: Environmental monitoring by SRP contractors and the 
State of Georgia offer clear evidence that tritium is also present 
in elevated levels in milk collected from dairies near Savannah 
River Plant. While other Federal researchers say that people in the 
U.S. should sx n eci tritiuiH levels in milk at between 1QQ and 5QQ 
pCi/L, concentrations of tritium in milk samples from dairies near 



Please see the response to Comment S-31-04 on 
comparisons of DOE facilities. 
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Savannah River Plant regularly return readings well in excess of 
1,000 pCi/L.'" 



19 



Strontium-89,90 in Milk: Reported analyses of milk samples 
over the years also offer strong indications that radioactive 
strontium (SR-89,90) released from Savannah River facilities is 
periodically contaminating milk from farms near the plant. 

National data reported by EPA for 1988 (the most recent year 
for which data are published) show that average levels of 
strontium-89/90 in milk sampled throughout the United States run 

between .4 and 2.6 pCi/L. 20 In July of 1988, EPA analyzed milk in 
54 North American cities for levels of Sr-89,90. The average 
concentration was 1.7 pCi/L with the highest level reported at 4 
pCi/L. 

Acoording to the 1988 Savannah River environmental report, 
average concentrations of Sr-90 in milk produced from dairies near 
Savannah River ranged between 2.3 and 4.8 pCi/L. The maximum 
level reported was 9.1 pCi/L Sr-90, which (for comparison purposes) 
exceeds the EPA safe drinking water standard for Sr-90 of 8 pCi/L. 
It is also higher by a factor of 4 than the highest recorded 
concentration of Sr-90 in milk collected near the Hanford facility 



in 1988. 



22 



EPA maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for drinking 
water are annual average values {40 CFR 141.16); 
comparison of maxi mum values for other media {such 
as milk) to annual average MCLs for drinking water 

is invalid. 



A review of past environmental reports dating back several 
years offers more evidence implicating SRP as the source for 
relatively high levels of Sr-89,90 in milk collected from dairies 
near the plant. For many years SRP environmental reports have 
included milk samples from a major milk distributor located west of 
Augusta, Georgia and just beyond the 25 mile radius from the plant. 
The Savannah River environmental team includes sampling results from 
the distributorship as a control on milk sampled within the 25 mile 
radius. The attached graph plots maximum recorded values of Sr-90 
in milk sampled since 1970 from dairies within 25 miles of SRP and 
from milk sampled at the major milk distributorship west of Augusta, 
Georgia. 

A review of records since 1976 shows that in each year the 
highest Sr-89,90 values have come from milk sampled within the 
25-mile radius and that the maximum value measured is invariably 
double or more the maximum value reported from milk gathered from 
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the distributorship outside the 25-mile radius. Since 1980, 
environmental records published by 5RF record 17 milk samples where 
Sr-89,90 concentrations exceeded the EPA drinking water 
concentration of 8 pCi/L. All 17 of these samples were gathered 
within the 25-mile radius of SRP. 

At the same time, this does not rule out the possibility that 
milk sampled at the major distributorship west of Augusta is not 
itself affected by fallout from Savannah River Plant. The average 
concentration of Sr-89,90 in milk sampled at the Augusta 
*ji stributorshi" in {4*7 "Ci/LJ is more than double the averanp 
concentration of Sr-89,90 that EPA measured in the southeast region 
during 1988. 

Strontium-90 in Vegetation: From data reported in 1988 
envi rontnental iiioni turing reports levels of strOfitiuin-90 in 
vegetation collected on and near the Savannah River River Plant are 
between 10 and 100 times greater than levels of stronttum-90 
collected near the Hanford facility in Washington state. As with 
milk the data indicate a strong relationship between high levels of 
strontium-90 and proximity to SRP. 

Inconsistencies and Omissions: Generally, the EIS does not 
adequately provide the parameters and assumptions involved in 
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Although doses are reported for liquid and atmospheric pathways the 
EIS provides very little information on the release and transport of 
specific radionuclides such as tritium, cobalt-60, strontium-90, 
cesiuro-137, plutonium-238, plutonium-239, carbon-14 and iodine-129. 
There's simply no way that an independent health physicist reviewing 
this document could properly evaluate the table on page 4-33 of the 
EIS (which provides calculated doses for maximum individuals and the 
regional population} without such information. 

For example: to my knowledge Savannah River Plant has never 
seriously considered that elevated levels of stronium-90 in milk and 
vegetation around SRP result from Savannah River operations. The 
thinking is that it's better to rely on source measurements with 
*-vi r"niii"nt a 1 ""del in" "•"h" l " k i" , n to n ut nwh stock in the 
environmental measurements themselves. By this logic, the 
strontium-90 in the milk is apparently dismissed as resulting from 
atmospheric fallout from nuclear weapons testing and not factored 



Section 4.1.2 of the EIS describes and presents 
tabulations of the expected annual releases of 
radionuclides to the atmosphere and to surface and 
subsurface waters of the SRS. Chapter 3 presents 
environmental data needed to assess transport, and 
Section 4.1.2 identifies the NRC codes used to 
calculate the doses, as does an EIS reference that 
contains details of the dose methodology and 
assumptions. 
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into the radiation doses attributed to SRP. However, if one assumes 
that the continued pattern of high strontium-90 in milk collected 
near SRP is related to emissions from the plant a different picture 
would emerge. Given that drinking a half gallon a day of milk 
containing 8 or more pCi/L will inflict a radiation dose of about A 
mrem/y it is hard to square this with the calculated "maximum" 
annual dose of less than .6 mrem/y from all SRP radionuclides 
received via all pathways. 

Cesiun-137: The fate of cesiuo-137 is not adequately 
discussed- While the EZS acknowledges on page 4-28 that Savannah 
River discharges and run-off account for a four-fold increase in the 
concentration between upstream and downstream water in the Savannah 
River, and that this contribution results in a .28 mrem dose to the 
"maximum" exposed individuals, it fails to adequately discuss the 
assumptions used to calculate this exposure, such as the assumed 
concentration of cesiun-137 in drinking water and amount consumed. 
The same holds for fish consumption and other factors. 

If one looks more closely at fish, for example, one can easily 
arrive at conditions — using SRP data — where exposure would be 
greater than .28 mrem. Numerous studies show that fish concentrate 
radioactive cesium in their muscle tissue. For example, Columbia 
River bass sampled at Hanford in 1988 were measured as having an 
average concentration of 53 pCi/kg in muscle tissue, a concentration 
several orders of magnitude greater than the concentration of 
cesiun-137 measured in Columbia River water. 

Bass caught in the Savannah River adjacent to SRP during 1988 
were reported to have concentrations of Cs-137 in their bodies 
ranging from 120 to 1,200 pCi/kg, also several orders of magnitude 
greater concentration than Cs-137 in Savannah River water. 

(As an aside, it is important to point out that how one 
measures radioactivity in fish is important because what one is 
obviously interested in is the part of the fish that a person would 
eat — the muscle. According to Savannah River Ecology Lab studies, 
Largemouth bass accumulate cesium- 137 in their muscle at levels 50% 
higher than what one would find if the whole fish (including muscle) 
were assayed. In 1988, the Savannah River environmental team 
chose to look at flesh (muscle) when measuring for gross activity 
(gross alpha and nonvolatile betas) but used the whole fish when 



The 50-year effective dose commitment from ingestion 
of strontium-90 in milk at the reported 1988 average 
concentration of 3.6 pCi/L, using the NRC values for 
milk intake, would be about 0.052 mrem. 



Please see the response to Comment S— 3 1—12 on 
radiation doses. DOE considers analysis of the 
whole fish to be conservative, because bone-seeking 
radionuclides, especially strontium-90, would be 
constituents of the overall measurement. 
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Measuring for cesium-137, the radionuclide of most concern. 
Obviously, this results in a considerable under-reporting of the 
actual concentrations of cesium-137 present in fish flesh). 

If nothing else, the above mentioned SREL study emphasizes the 
importance of looking. The study found that largemouth bass 
accumulate Cs-137 in their muscle at concentrations roughly 2.5 
times that assumed by a Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) computer 
code. It also reports that a largemouth bass caught in the lower 
part of Steel Creek — within easy swimming distance of the Savannah 
River itself — had measured concentrations of 20,100 pCi/kg in its 
muscle, almost 20 times the maximum concentration measured by 
sampling the whole body of one of only five bass collected in 1988 
in the Savannah River adjacent to SRP. A 1972 study conducted by 
scientists fro« Emory University reported levels of cesium-137 in 
largemouth bass of 100,000 pCi/kg in creeks feeding the Savannah 
River. Several largemouth bass collected from the Savannah River 
by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources in recent years have 
contained concentrations of cesium-137 in excess of 5,000 pCi/kg, 

including one measured at 22,000 pCi/kg. 

The validity of the remarkably low "maximum" individual dose 
(which includes radiocesium) of .5773 mrem/y reported on page 4-33 
of the EIS is even undermined, ironically, by a calculation provided 
in the 1988 SRP environmental report. The authors of this report 
assume that a person consumes 25 pounds/year of Savannah River fish 
containing a concentration of 3,400 pCi/kg. The calculated 
radiation dose is just under 2 mrem — more than 3 times the 
calculation contained in the EIS for all exposures, from all 
pathways, to a maximally exposed individual. Obviously, if the 
unlucky fisherman were to consume, say, 50 lbs. of bass, one or two 
of which happen to be visiting the river from their usual haunts on 
Steel Creek or Lower Three Runs Creek, then the radiation dose could 
in fact be several times higher — just from cesium-137 in bass tissue. 



S-31-16 



Plutonium 238,239: There is also a lack of discussion about 
the fate of pi utoni um-238 and plutonium-239 released by the 



The value of 3,400 pCi/kg represents the maximum 
concentration detected (in a single eel) in any of 
the 210 fish sampled. The maximum measured in a 
bass sampled adjacent to the Site was 1,200 pCi/kg 
{average of 490 pCi/kg). Of the 52 fish caught 
immediately adjacent to the Site, the average 
concentration of cesium-137 was about 350 pCi/kg, 
and the average concentration of cesium-137 in all 
fish sampled from the Savannah River at or below the 
SRS was about 300 pCi/kg ( Savannah River Site 
Environmental Report for 1988 . WSRC-RP-89-59-1 ) . 
The consumption of 25 pounds in a year of eels at 
the maximum concentration measured in 1988 is 
considered unreasonable, even for the "maximum 
individual ." 

The potential for exposure to plutonium is assessed 
by means of the airborne activity monitoring program 
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reprocessing of reactor fuels at Savannah River, The fact that 
releases of plutonium-238 and plutoniunv-239 from SRP were resulting 
in measureable levels of plutonium in the off site environment was 
documented from a 1975 survey conducted by researchers at the 

Savannah River Ecology Lab. This phenomenon appears to be 
continuing. Here again, comparison with Hanford is worthwhile. 
Studies done at Hanford have also shown that plutonium from Hanford 
reprocessing facilities is discernible in soil samples gathered 
offsite. In 1988 reported releases of plutonium-238 and 
plutonium-239 at Savannah River were 20 and 3 times higher 
respectively than releases from Hanford reprocessing facilities. 
Straightforward comparisons of plutonium isotopes in air between 
Savannah River and Hanford out to 25 miles away from the facilities 
show levels at Savannah River several times greater than those 
measured at and around Hanford. 

Unfortunately, it does not appear as though any program has 
existed or exists now at Savannah River to assess the exposure {via 
inhalation of respirable plutonium particles into lungs and/or 
deposition in bone) to the off-site population as a result of these 
discharges. 

Iodine-129, Carbon-14: Iodine 129 (half-life 16 million years) 
an extremely long-lived radionuclide which concentrates in the human 
thyroid gland is reported to be the second largest contributor 
(after tritium) to off-site radiation doses attributable to Savannah 

River air emissions. Yet, there is no program at Savannah River 
that regularly assesses the fate of 1-129 in the environment from 
SRP and its concentration in the environment relative to reported 
releases. 

Carbon-14 is another long-lived radionuclide (half-life 5,730 
years) that is released in great amounts from SRP (24 Ci/year versus 
5 Ci at Hanford in 1988) but which is not monitored adequately in 
the environment. One would expect, given the relatively large 
amounts of carbon-14 released (the draft EIS forcasts annual 
releases of just under 70 Ci with restart of the P, K, and L 
reactors) that monitoring for it would receive a high priority. 
Yet — as with 1-129 — the most recent environmental report for SRP 
fails to report levels of C-14 in milk, food, drinking water, fish 
and other aquatic organisms, mammals, rainwater, soil, vegetation, 
or ai r. 



and the doses to members of the public calculated to 
result from these releases. The average and maximum 
individual doses are reported in the Annual 
Environmental Reports; in 1988, the maximum dose 

from these nuclides was about 0.005 mrem (Savannah 
River Site Environmental Report for 1988 . 
WSRC-RP-89-59-1). 



Please see the response to Comment S-31-16 on 
plutonium. Concentrations of iodine-129 are too 
small to be detected in the air sampling program; in 
1988, the maximum individual dose from this nuclide 
was calculated to be 0.065 mrem (WSRC, 1989). 



See the response to Comment S— 31— 1 6 on plutonium. 
Concentrations of carbon-14 are too small to be 
detected in the air sampling program; in 1988, the 
maximum individual dose from this nuclide was 
calculated to be 0-014 mrem (WSRC, 1989). 
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Finally, it is clear that estimates in the draft EIS are 
primarily built on assumptions loaded into a computer model. Yet, 
clearly, annual radiation release records and projections are 
insufficient without an environmental monitoring program which can 
serve to audit predictions rendered by computer models for 
environmental concentrations and human exposure. 

Former Savannah River Plant waste manager Bill Lawless has 
testified that a 1982 test of atmospheric dispersion from a release 
of radioactive krypton gas at Savannah River Plant resulted in the 
finding— contrary to what the models predicted— that the radioactive 
plume was still intact as it passed over Fayetteville, North 
Carolina some 200 miles downwind of the release point. The point 
is not only that the 80 kilometer {50 miles) radius used in the EIS 
is arbitrary but does not in any sense bound the radiological impact 
on the environment from Savannah River operations. As noted above 
tritium rain-out may be significantly affecting the quality of 
surface waters along a path that includes Columbia, S.C. a major 
population center which lies just beyond the 80 km radius. To our 
knowledge Savannah River Plant has yet to do a thorough study of 
concentrations of radioactive tritium to assess concentrations of 
tritium in rainfall at various distances beyond the Savannah River 
boundary. 

2) The draft wrongly contends that risks from Savannah River 
operations are morally comparable to other forms of personal and 
population risks. 

On page 3-47 of the draft EIS it is stated: "The release of 
radioactivity to the environment from any nuclear facility is a 
significant and sensitive issue for onsite workers and the public. 
Because there are many other sources of radiation in the human 
environment, it is important to evaluate radioactive releases from 
nuclear facilities in the context of all ionizing radiation to which 
people are routinely exposed." (emphasis added) 

The text then goes on to compare radiation released from SRP to 
radiation that already exists in the environment. Also on page 
4-121 the draft gives us a prosaic presentation of "Common Risks" 
complete with a table that includes things like being a race car 
driver, drinking two beers a day, living with a smoker, taking one 
airplane flight a year, skydiving, and eating one charcoaled steak. 



The EIS does not make moral comparisons of various 
forms of risk. The purpose of the comparison of SRS 
radiation with background radiation is merely to 
provide the public with a natural "yardstick" for 
perspective. 
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Although the table does include an estimate of lifetime risk 
associated with living near a nuclear reactor, the implied 
comparison is irrelevant when one considers how much more radiation 
is routinely released to the environment from a large, unlicensed 
nuclear weapons complex like Savannah River Plant as compared to the 
relatively modest radiation discharges of a commercial power reactor. 

Moreover, all the examples provided — including the comparisons 
to natural radiation and other sources of radiation — have one thing 
in common: Savannah River operations are not responsible for them. 
Savannah River operations are responsible for the radioactivity and 
other contaminants they put into the environment. Mother Nature, 
however dangerous she can be at times, is incapable of moral acts. 
It is true that cosmic rays, radon gas, and the presence of 
naturally occurring radionuclides do exist in the environment. It 
is also true, as epidemiologist Dr. Alice Stewart's work in England 
has shown, that there is a correlation between "background" 
radioactivity and cancer incidence, just as science predicts there 
should be. The difference is that natural radiation has nothing at 
all to do with the vital public policy question that this draft EIS 
is supposed to address. 

In the opinion of this reviewer the "importance" that the 
authors of the EIS attach to comparing SRP radiation with background 
radiation has only to do with a public relations exercise. It is a 
convenient juxtaposition which, in this context, evades the central 
point — a decision to go ahead with reactor restart at Savannah River 
involves a conscious decision to add to the radiation exposure and 
health risk of the people who'll be exposed. The only technical 
weight to the presentation is that whatever the health damage caused 
by future SRP radiation releases it will be very difficult (barring 
an accident like the one at Chernobyl) to discern SRP induced 
cancers and birth defects from those caused by background radiation 
or other environmental factors. That's the only "importance" of 
such a comparison. The point is, even if the harm is not 
"observable" in the light of other causes, this does not release the 
decision-makers and the operators of Savannah River Plant from the 
responsibility for that harm. 

One final note, it is inappropriate in this EIS — which involves 
a decision on whether or not SRP reactors should resume operating to 
produce tritium and plutonium for nuclear weapons and other 



Individual doses from SRS operations meet the same 
NRC criteria for maintaining effluents as low as 
reasonably achievable {10 CFR 50, Appendix I), as do 
commercial nuclear powerplants. 



A correlation of natural background dose rates and 
gross cancer mortality rates in the United States on 
a state-by-state basis indicates an inverse 
relationship; that is, as natural background rates 
increase, gross cancer mortality rates decline. 



The comment correctly observes that the health 
damage, if any, resulting from continued SRS 
operations will be undiscernable. SRS will continue 
its efforts to reduce its releases even further as 
technology and economics permit. Also, see the 
response to Comment S-05-07 on the Chernobyl 
accident and SRS reactors. 
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S-31-23 



$-31-24 



o 
i 



S-31-25 



S-31-26 



applications — to add the radioactive contribution from the Vogtle 
Electric Generating Plant (VEGP) to those of SRP. The risk benefit 
equations for nuclear weapons and nuclear power have vastly 
different political and moral qualities. To add the two together 
obscures rather than clarifies the issues of public policy involved 
with the proposed restart of the SRP reactors. Indeed, one could 
argue that the better comparison would have been to distinguish 
Vogtle's radiation contribution (due to nuclear electricity 
production) from that of Savannah River weapons material production 
and the radioactive fallout from nuclear weapons testing (which 
after contains Savannah River produced material coming back to visit 
the area in the form of long-lived actinides and fission products). 

3) The draft fails to acknowledge that the risks posed by 
future operations at Savannah River cannot be separated from the 
accumulating risk to people who've been exposed to radiation 
releases from Savannah River for over three decades. 

A significant omission in the draft EIS discussion of radiation 
risk is a discussion of radiation doses received to date to the 
off-site population as a result of Savannah River operations. What 
science tells us about low-level radiation is that it has a 
cumulative effect in so far as risk is concerned. 

An example would be the unlucky fisherman who is fond of 
largemouth bass he happens to catch in the Savannah River near 
Savannah River Plant. The cesium-137 he ingests through eating the 
flesh of a fish he catches next year will be added to the cesium-137 
retained in his body from past consumption of fish. Moreover, for 
the purposes of figuring his risk of cancer, the radiation dose he 
receives from future dining on these fish will be added to the 
radiation dose he has already received from cesium-137 in his 
body — a portion of which is eliminated over time. The same is true 
of all other radionuclides released from SRP including even those 
like krypton-85 (half-life 10.7 years) and argon-41 which, though 
not readily absorbed into the body, do inflict a radiation dose to 
the whole body. There is, in a sense, an existing bank (ideally 
measureable in terms of individual as well as whole population dose) 
of radiation exposure that long-term residents of the Central 
Savannah River Area and others further downwind have received as a 
result of more than 35 years of Savannah River Plant operations. 



Council of Environmental Quality guidance (40 CFR 
1500-1508) requires DOE to evaluate the cumulative 
effects of the operation of similar facilities on 
the environment and the public health. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-01 on health 
risk. 



Please see the response to Comment S— 1 1—01 on 
cumulative impacts from past and present operation 
at SRS. 



Cesium-137 has a biological half-life in the body of 
about 110 days. One year after its ingestion, only 
about 10 percent of the original cesium-137 would 
remain in the body; after 2 years, 1 percent would 
remai n . 
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A useful analogy 
smoker for 35 years, 
risk of disease from 1 
misleading assumption 
received from now on. 
risk would begin with 
second hand smoke for 
assess radiation risk 
Savannah River Plant. 



is to a person who has been living with a 
If you were to try to estimate that person's 
iving with the smoker it would be a highly 
to consider only the exposure to smoke 
Obviously, a more appropriate assessment of 
the fact that the person has been breathing 
35 years. The same is true in trying to 
attributable to living near or downstream from 



Unfortunately, a thorough dose reconstruction effort to assess 
the collective dose received to the off-site population has not yet 
been attempted at Savannah River. What is attempted, instead, is 
the misleading exercise of trying to predict health risks based on 
single year emissions (the method employed in each year's 
environmental monitoring report from SRP) or, as in the case of this 
draft EIS, to try to calculate it on the assumption that everybody 
starts with a clean slate of exposure upon the date the proposed 
action — reactor restart — occurs. 

A dose reconstruction effort of the sort required is underway 
at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation. Moreover, the recent 
recommendations of the Secretarial Panel for the Evaluation of 
Epidemiologic Research Activities (SPEERA) offer a new mandate for 
projects like dose reconstruction to proceed in an open and 
independent manner at other U.S. DOE facilities like SRP. Only when 
such a study is completed will people who live downwind and 
downstream from Savannah River have at least a better chance of 
knowing what the cumulative risks really are. The very fact that no 
such information exists today from a credible source undermines the 
credibility of the draft EIS, thus complicating the issue of whether 
the SRP reactors and their support facilities should be operated in 
the future. 

4) Additional Comments: 

A) P- 1-3 "The current NWSM. which was app roved bv Presidpnt 
Reagan on January 19. 1989 authorizes weapon builds and retirements 

through Fiscal Yffflf 1994, It also pro vides a projection of material 

requirements for th e FY 1995-1999 period. Issuance of the 1990-1995 
NWSM has been delayed, but is expectsd i n thp near future." 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-01 on health 
effects from past and continuing operations at SRS. 



The. dose reconstruction effort underway at the 
Hanford Reservation is directed at a limited period 
of time early in that plant's operating history 
during which releases were much higher than any made 
subsequently. SRS has no such early history, as 
indicated in Section 3.7 (Tables 3-13 and 3-14). 
Appendix B of the EIS discusses epidemiological 
studies. 



See the response to Comment S-03-03 on the need for 
tritium, and the new NWSM. 
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Obviously the current Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum 
that is driving the "need" for reactor restart is obsolete. It 
should be considered invalid as the basis for moving ahead with any 
urgency on SRP reactor restart. Moreover, there is no longer (if 
there ever was) any rational basis for a classified appendix on the 
need for nuclear materials production. This practice is not 
necessary for national security and undermines our system of public 
accountability for government decisionmaking. 

B) P. 2-4 of the draft defines the "no action" alternative 
as restart of the SRP reactors. This is nonsense. 



C) P. 2-16 "The following projects and evaluations to 
enhance overall fire protection are planned for completion at each 
reactor before the resumption of production; 'Completion of a safe 
shutdown analysis that will d emonstrate reactor safe shutdown 
capability from any single credible fire." 

The use of scientific analysis to purposely demonstrate 
anything is simply wrong-headed. The analysis should test the 
system, period, not be part of the plan to functionally acquire safe 
shutdown capability. DOE science has always been clouded by the 
political need to demonstrate things that are often unavailable 
through objective inquiry and analysis. This is one of the reasons 
the agency has a credibility problem that is probably unredeemable. 

D) P. 2-26 "Periodic purging of the disassembly-basin water 
is necessary to reduce the radiation exposure to operating personnel 
from the accumulation of radioactive contaminants, particularly 
tritium, which is not removed bv the b asin water purification 

system DOE has advised the South Carolina Department of Health 

and Environmental Cont rol (SCDHEC1 that the SRS intends to apply for 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for 
discharge of disass embly basin purge water." 

The problem here is that SRP is long overdue in finding a 
solution to the use of seepage basins for the disposal of 
radioactively contaminated liquids. Federal orders to eliminate the 
discharge of liquid radioactive waste to th ground date back to 1973 
(AEC 0511, supplanted by DOE 5820.2 in 1984) and yet SRP still has 
not developed a way to remove tritium from disassembly basin water 
that is purged to a seepage basin. Now, for some reason, the 



Section 2.1 and the Summary of the EIS define the 
no-action alternative as continued operation, not 
restart. 

The terms used in this description are those defined 
in NRC fire protection requirements (10 CFR 50, 
Appendix R) . 



Please see the responses to Comments S-06-03 and 

S-06-05 on the levels of tritium in the Savannah 

River. Section 4.5.3 of the EIS discusses options 
for tritium removal. 
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S-31-33 



S-31-34 



solution to the problem is actually to make it worse. Rather than 
discharging the tritium-contaminated water to a seepage basin, the 
proposal offered in this EIS is to discharge it directly to a 
surface stream thus increasing the amount of tritium released_to the 
off-site environment by 5,400 Curies per year or nearly 50%. 



33 



This may be an ingenious way to come into compliance (finally) 
with 5820.2 but clearly the intent of the order was for treatment 
systems other than soil disposal that would lessen rather than 
increase the radiation exposure to the public. What, then, is the 
justification for the proposed direct discharge? 

The fact is both practices (seepage basin use and direct 
discharge) are wrong and should be eliminated. One purpose of this 
EIS should have been to consider alternatives to seepage basin use 
that do not include adding to the radiation dose to be received by 
workers and the public. 

E) P. 2-52, "DOE will complete the first major portion tjf 
the PRA before the resumption pf production" and An experimental 
program is under way, but is not planned for completipn before the 
resumption of production: its purpose is to develop more information 
about elements of severe acc ident behavior that are specific to the 
SRS reactors." 

DOE should have completed these analyses before issuing a 
draft Environmental Impact Statement on restart. 

F) P. 4-19, "Contaminants that might reach groundwate r 
beneath the SRS would not reach offsite sources." 

This is obviously not true as applies to drinking water. As 
the EIS itself documents, part of the radiation dose received by 
downstream users comes from groundwater that is contaminated from 
SRP operations and which migrates to surface streams feeding the 
Savannah River. As for contamination moving offsite to groundwater 
sources of drinking water, there has been concern (since the 1987 
document referenced) that contamination from the SRP K-Area is 
indeed migrating toward offsite wells. 



The Severe Accident Assessment Program is a 
long-term research effort similar to the continuing 
research programs being conducted by the nuclear 
power industry. 



In response to this comment, the statement in 
Section 4.1.2 has been corrected to note that no 
radiological contaminants in groundwater beneath SRS 
would reach offsite groundwater sources. 
Nonradioactive groundwater contamination in H-Area 
is being controlled by pumping and removal as part 
of a remediation program. 
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References 

Based on annual reported releases of tritium from Savannah River 
(479,000 curies in 1988, the most recent year for which records are 
available) and studies of releases from U.S. nuclear reactors as 
reported in National Council on Radiation Protection and 
Measurements (NCRP) Report No. 62, "Tritium in the Environment." 

^NCRP = 62, p. 45 

3 0r. Karl Z. Morgan, Comments on the May 1990 Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement Regarding Operation of the K, L, and P Reactors at 

Savannah River Plant, p. 8. 

^RP Report No. 62, p. 12. Figure is for a pressurized water 

reactor using boric acid in moderator. For a typical boiling water 

reactor the tritium release is about 63 Ci/yr. 

^Although Han ford does not deliberately produce tritium in the way 

that Savannah River does, substantial amounts of tritium are 
o released to the atmosphere during nuclear fuel reprocessing at the 

> Han ford PUREX. In addition groundwater contamination from liquid 

j> discharges to soil from both fuel reprocessing and reactor 

*° operations flows into the Columbia River where it increases tritium 

concentrations in the river by about 100%. 

^WSRC-RP-eS-Sg-l , Savannah River Site E nvironmental Report for 1988. 

Vol. 2, p- 33. 
Hanford — Savannah River comparisons are drawn from data published 

in HSRC-RP-89-59-1 , Savannah River Site Environmental Report for 

1988 . and PNL-6825 Hanford Site Environmental Report for Calendar 
Year 1988 . 

b Envi ronmental Radiation Data Reports 53, 54, 55, and 56 published 
between September 1988 and June 1989. U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Radiation Programs. 

9 EPA 520/5-89-011, Environmental Radiation DaU, Report 55, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Radiation Programs, March 

1989. Page 24. 

^Environmental Radiation Data Reports 53, 54, 55, and 56 published 
between September 1988 and June 1989. U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Radiation Programs. Measurements of tritium in 
rainwater are slightly higher in tritium concentrations than 
drinking water. This is probably due to the fact that drinking 
water even from lakes and rivers includes water that comes from deep 
aquifers where it is less vulnerable to contamination. 

Idaho Falls is the headquarters for the Department of Energy's 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, home to a large nuclear fuels 
reprocessing plant. 

l2 WSRC-RP-89-59-l, Savannah River Site Environmental Report for 
1988 . Vol. 2, p. 490. 
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13 DPSPU-88-30-1, Savannah River Plant Environmental Report for 1987 . 
Vol. 2, p. 381. 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection 
Division, Environmental Radiation Surveillance Report 1985-1987 . 
p. C-19-22. 

^DPSPU-SS-SO-l, Savannah River Plant Environmental Report for 1987 . 
Vol. 2, p. 99. 

16 WSRC-RP-89-59-l , Savannah River Site Environmental Report for 
1988 . Vol. 2, p. 61 and PNL-6825 Hanford Site Environmental Report 
for Calendar Year 1988 . p. C.8. 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection 
Division, Environmental Radiation Surveillance Report 1985-1987 . 
p. A-14. 

' 8 IBID, p. A-15. 
19 
J.C. Drobinski, Jr., P.J. Magno and A.S. Goldin, U.S. Department 

<"> of Health Education and Welfare, Plutonium. Tritium and Carbon-14 in 

J> Man and the Biosphere . And WSRC-RP-89-59-1 , Savannah River Site 

g Environmental Report for 1988 . Vol. 2, p. 452. And Georgia 

Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection Division. 

Environmental Radiation Surveillance Report 1985-1987 . p. C-16-18. 

°EPA Reports 53-56 report composite values of samples by the ten 
EPA regions except in Report #55 which reports values collected from 
milk samples in 54 cities nationwide. 

21 WSRC-RP-89-59-1, Savannah River Site Environmental Report for 

1988. Vol. 2, p. 452. 

Z2 PNL-6825 Hanford Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1988 . 

p. C.12. 

"Results compared are from WSRC-RP-89-59-1 , Savannah River Site 

Environmental Report for 1988 . Vol. 2, p. 453 and PNL-6825 Hanford 

Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1988 . p. C. 13. 

Z4 WSRC-RP-89-59-l . Savannah River Site Environmental Report for 

1988, Vol. 2, p. 474. 

Cs-137 Concentration Factor for Savannah River Fish . J.B. Gladden 
memo to M.H. Smith, Savannah River Ecology Lab, February 12, 1982, 
Table 2. 

26 WSRC-RP-89-59-l , Savannah River Site Environmental Report for 
1988, Vol. 2, Table 7-1. 

Cesium-137 Dynamics Within A Reactor Effluent Stream in South 
Carol ina . Donald J. Shure and Marlin R. Gottschalk, Department of 
Biology, Emory University. 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection 
Division, Environmental Radiation Surveillance Report 1985-1987 . 
p. C-12, C-13- 
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29 WSRC-RP-89-59-l , Savannah River Site Environme ntal Report for 

1988 . Vol. 1, p. U3. 

3q Rglationshios Amono Plutonium Contents of Soil - Vegetation and 

Animals Collected on and Adjacen t to an Integrated Nuclear Complex 

in the Humid Southeastern Unite d States of America, by 

H.R. McLendon, O.M. Stewart, A.L. Boni , J.C. Corey, K.W. McLeod and 

J.E. Pinder, IAEA-SM-199/85. 

31 WSRC-RP-89-l, Savannah River Site Environment al Report for 1988. 

Vol. 1, p. 39. 

32 Testimony of William F. Lawless, January 9, 1984, Aiken, S.C. 

33 Draft EIS at page 4-26. 

Mr. Connor later submitted the attached chart as an addendum to his 
written comments. 



Table C-6. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



o 
i 

ro 



9 79 80 01 82 83 81 85 '86 87 88 



Strontium-90 in Milk 

» Annual Maximum Values for MaioraistriOutorfs)' 
• Annual Maximum Values for Janes near 5 RP 




Table C-6. Public Comments and OOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



o 
i 

UJ 



4,N» (Itt4| <* 

r 1.500 



1,200 



-1.000 



1 .700 IVU * &*S) 

Tritium in Rainwater 1984-1989 



Values in picocunes per liter (pCi/L) 



U S EPA Drinking Water Standard for 
triuum ■ 20,000 pCi/L 



Chart produced by Tim Connor. Energy 
Research Eoundation. Columbia S C 

W0(*W| 



H0(l0fM (UH| 



RARttVELL, ■ C 

COH]MlIA.iC | LYHCH>UW, VA 



Z LYKCHBU 



\Vt 



400 400 400 



!2 m iM 

MM 



Hev York. NY 



JACKiOMvn.il, n. 



CHARLOTTE, » C HAIHVD.LE. TH MOHTGOMERY AL 



Dis play shovt average (broad bars ) and peak (narrow bars ) levels of 
tritium in rainwater samples collected monthly in eight eastern U S ernes 
from January 198* to June of 1989 The data offer strong avidence that 
tntium releases from (he Savannah River Plant regularly contaminate 
rainwater in Columbia. S C --more than 50 miles away—and may be 
responsible for higher than average levels recorded in Charlotte. N C 

To accouni for possible influence of the V C Summer nuclear plant in 
Fairfield County, S C rainwater data from 1982 * 1983 (the ivo years prior 
to Plant Summer startup) were examined The average of 2*. monthly 
samples collected tn Columbia for iho« yeart is 500 pCi/L with a 1.200 
pti/Lspikein July or 1982 (Source EPA Environmental Radiation Reports 
29-56 ) 

Data provided the Nuclear Regulatory Commission by Plant Summer 
repon atmospheric releases from Summer at 1 5 Ci for 1988 Airborne 
tritium releases from Savannah River were reported at 462.000 Ci for 1988 
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STATEMENT OF MQSES TODD 
Augusta, Georgia 
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MR. TODO: Yes, sir. My name is Moses Todd. I am a private 
citizen representing myself. I reside at 2530 Gray Friar Lane in 
Augusta, Georgia. I am a member of Local 150, Augusta, Georgia, 
Plumbers and Pipe Fitters Local. I work at SRS, Savannah River 
Plant Site. And I'm an employee of M. K. Ferguson which is the 
mechanical contractor there. 

I would like to comment on a couple of things. One being the 
environmental impact of the SRS. The other is the upgrades since 
I've been there in two years. And I have worked at other nuclear 
facilities. And the need — and I'm not an expert as far as the 
need goes, and the other is the social economical state of the 
minority community and why we are in that state. 

I'll start with the social economical state of the minority 
community. The minority community is in the condition that it is in 
today because the majority community is not willing to share the 
economical and political pie with the minority community. 

We can go back before big defense spending, nuclear power and 
the economical condition of the minority community historically has 
been the same. And it has kind of disturbed me that one would use 
this as a ploy to justify cutbacks in defense. 

The other area that I would like to address is the safety of 
SRS. I work there. 1 work there everyday for two years. My wife 
had worked there everyday going on six years. We have a 5-year old 
that she carried on that site 9 months. He's a healthy 5-year old. 
There is hunters that come up there and hunt on SRS, not just 
employees, but individuals that live around the plant. There is 
individuals that fish around the plant. There is no evidence to my 
knowledge, and we have heard all the figures, but we don't know what 
they mean, you know, the amounts of tritium. I'm no expert there, 
either. But I do know that there is hundreds of thousands of 
individuals lives around SRS, work there, live there, those that 
have never worked there. They retire there. They raise their 
families there and I'm not saying that there is not radiation there, 
where it come from, I'm not expert there. But I am saying is that 
the death rate around SRS as far as cancer deaths, et cetera, is no 



Comments noted. 
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greater than down river or up river or basically anywhere else to my 
knowledge in the southeast. You know, we were told that Chernobyl 
would have an effect on us here in the United States as far as 
rainfall go, et cetera. I don't know. I'm no expert there either. 
You know, if we have tritium as has been stated, then there is a 
possibility that some of it come from SRS. There is a possibility 
that some of it come from other places, like Chernobyl, like Three 
Mile Island. 

I worked at Plant Vogtle at Waynesboro, Georgia, a nuclear 
operation. Comparing post-shutdown with commercial, probably there 
would be something like it, but if I'm comparing present conditions 
at SRS and upgrades with commercial, then I would say that we are 
very close to being at this point where commercial is. We don't 
have NRC. That's true. But we have the Atomic Energy Commission 
and other agencies that regulate us. 

i I would like to commend Greenpeace for its work that it has 

£ done in the area of saving the whales and other work. But somehow I 

^ feel that Greenpeace possibly is out of its league, like perhaps I 

am, as far as nuclear weapons go. I rely on our senior senator, 
Senator Sam Nunn as far as the need for nuclear capability. But I 
will say that common sense tells me that I should never trust 
communists. Common sense tells me that I should never trust 
approximately a billion or more Chinese over there and fold our 
nuclear weapons capability. Common sense tells me that we should 
never be in the predicament that we're in, post-dropping the bomb in 
World War II, where we have got to mobilize and possibly lose 
hundreds of thousands of men. Vietnam sense tells me, and I served 
in Vietnam, not in the Vietnam era, but in Vietnam, Da Nang, Cameron 
Bay, et cetera, that we should never put ourselves in a weak 
position as far as our capabilities go to defend ourselves. 

And I would like to think of the SRS, you know the SRS symbol 
to stand for Start Restart. I feel that we are safe with the 
reactors there now. We have worked several thousand individuals for 
two to three years getting ready for the restart, looking at every 
aspect of the reactor and its operation, writing procedures and 
overhauling the whole operation at SRS. And, yes, some of this was 
done because of outside pressure from some organizations that's here 
today. Some of it was done because of state and federal pressures 
from our own state and local government and Federal government. But 
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I feel that we are 100 percent better off today, three years later, 
than we were at the tine that the reactors shut down. And I'm in 
support of the restart of the reactors at SRS until we can put the 
new production reactor online. Then, at that point, I would hope 
that we could shut down K~, L-, and P-Reactors at SRS and meet our 
capabilities or our needs with the new production reactor. Thank 
you. 
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MS. TOUSIGNANT: Hy name is Patricia Tousignant. And I live at 

4 Deerfield Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina. I appreciate 

this opportunity to present my views on the scheduled restart of the 
Savannah River Site reactors. 

I oppose the restart of these aging reactors because of a wide 
range of philosophical, budgetary and environmental concerns. I am 
heartened that there appears to be a new and intelligent approach to 
the Department of Energy's handling of its entire nuclear bomb 
complex under Energy Secretary James Hatkins. 

Hy prayer is that this is a real substantive change at the DOE, 
not just a cheap political rhetoric or public relations because the 
DOE oversees the most hazardous undertakings in the world. 

Just two days ago. Hay 29th, 1990, the Island Packet, our 
newspaper on Hilton Head Island published my views on the SRS in a 
guest commentary column. Though I was not at home yesterday, no 
less than 10 people made the effort to contact me and encourage my 
participation today. These people represented some elected and 
appointed officials and also persons belonging to our Water 
Commission, Plan Commission, and other church and civic groups. 
Please be aware that they wish me to speak for them. 

Our concerns are: (1) accountability. Our national security 
depends upon accountability to the public at large and oversight by 
our elected and appointed officials. The secretive and independent 
DOE has the reputation of thumbing its nose at the very people it is 
supposed to protect. The public perception is one of many monied 
and invested interests who consider weapons production as a national 
religious sacrament aided and abetted by an army of bureaucrats and 
employees whose livelihoods depend upon an ever growing scientific 
and military brotherhood perpetuating itself forever. 

The public also considers most defenders as Dr. Strange! ove 
types, focused on their own paranoid agendas. I realize this is 
unflattering to you gentlemen. Sorry. 



Secretary of Energy Hatkins has devised a 10-point 

initiative to " chart a new course for the 

Department toward full accountability in the areas 
of environment, safety, and health. These measures 
are essential to demonstrate that DOE is committed 
to complying with the nation's environmental laws 
and is capable of discharging its many 
responsibilities which include protecting public 
health and safety. ..to help restore public 
credibility in the Department's ability to safely 
operate its unique defense, research, and test 
facilities... to help find a new way of successfully 
integrating the Department's national security 
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May I remind you that when our diplomats talk across summit 
tables with our enemies, we constantly demand "verification of any 
agreements." We, the public, want to know what is going on at the 
DOE. He feel we have no "verification" from any trusted source so 
that we can oversee the real state of these plants, their 
operations, their safety, and the environmental impact they have on 
everyone's personal security. 

We are aware that we still await the technology and 
understanding of how to deal with the radioactive wastes which will 
plague our beleaguered planet, its children, and creatures for 
centuries to come. 

Second in our concerns, we question the mission of this project 
of producing more bomb-grade plutonium and tritium at a time without 
precedent in the history of mankind. It is a changing world. We 
question the menace of the byproducts and wastes which contaminate 
not only the plant site, but the communities surrounding them. 

Last week, on May 23, 1990, 54 prominent Americans, including 
two CIA directors, a former Secretary of State, and a former Defense 
Secretary, plus seven Nobel Laureates also questioned President 
George Bush and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev about the mission 
of this project. In their letter, they asked both Presidents for a 
halt in the production of nuclear weapons ingredients. This letter 
preceded the current summit talks and the hearings on the restart of 
SRS for nuclear weapon fuel production. They said that nuclear 
missiles scrapped under the U.S. /Soviet arms control agreements 
could provide all the ingredients the two sides might need for 
nuclear weapons. 

I quote retired Rear Admiral Eugene J. Carroll who also wrote 
in the New York Times last week, quote: "A peace dividend will 
await the day when Americans realize that security requires fewer, 
not newer weapons." He continued with, "In a time of widespread 
budget deficits, the DOE spending for designing, testing, and 
producing of nuclear weapons is planned to raise $4 billion or 35 
percent to 13.9 billion from 1990 to 1995. Some peace dividend." 

And may 1 remind you of President Owight David Eisenhower's 
famous cross of iron speech in 1953. "Every gun that is made, every 
warship launched, every rocket fired signifies a theft from those 



mission with its environmental restoration and 
compliance activities" (SEN-11-89). Also, please 
see the response to Comment S— 01— 03 on independent 
oversight. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. As 
discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS, when the 
changing geopolitical situation leads the President 
and the Congress to direct a reduction in weapons 
requirements or to stop the production of these 
materials, DOE will comply with those directions. 
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who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and not clothed. The 
world in arms is not spending money alone. It is spending the sweat 
of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of its 
children. This is not a way of life at all in any true sense. 
Under the cloud of war, it is humanity hanging on a cross of iron." 

And then he told us to, "Beware the military industrial 
complex." 

Thirdly, our concern is for the environment. The population 
has grown up and become aware of its responsibility and stewardship 
of the earth and its resources. People everywhere want to hand 
their children and grandchildren a planet in a healthy state, but 
week after week little bits of information about the DOE's 
operations, mismanagement, and pollution of many of its 17 sites 
dribbles out to the public. We are aware of the DOE memo 
inadvertently sent to all the states' governors' offices this March 
describing various problems at the nuclear complex. 

We are aware of your own memo, your own memo referred to 
widespread low level contamination at the Savannah River Site and of 
live wires posing an imminent danger. 

We are aware that the FBI had to fly over Rocky Flats at night 
to take infrared photos to ascertain illegal activity on that site. 
We are aware of the plutonium contamination at that plant and of 
Fernault's pollution of the countryside and of Hanford's problems in 
Washington. 

We are aware of conflicts of interests and fudged public health 

and risk analyses. We are aware of the 4.17 billion budgeted for 

Savannah River Site clean-up in just the next 5 years and the $13( 
billion needed nationwide for a clean-up. 



Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



130 



We are aware of the unauthorized radioactive gas releases and 
water releases. We are aware of radioactive substances found in the 
Savannah River and its silt 100 miles downstream. 



We are aware of the seismic fault which runs through the 
Savannah River Site and what a moderate earthquake might do. 
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We are aware of the power of hurricanes and tornadoes in the 
wake of recent brush with Hugo. We are also aware of mankind's 
deceptions and self-delusions. 

We are wary when officials tell us to "trust" them. The DOE's 
bank account on truthfulness is sadly overdrawn. It has the 
veracity quotient of a Savings and Loan official and your 
expenditures might dwarf their massive bailout. 

Fourthly, I will conclude with Hilton Head Island's specific 
concerns. Hilton Head Island lies 90 miles southeast of the plant 
site. The prevailing northwesterly winds will and have carried 
emissions in our direction. These reactors have aged and have no 
containment domes and you have not warned us of dangers or emissions 
in the past. 

Also, our aquifer is suffering from salt water intrusion. We 
must turn to an additional water source within 4 or 5 years. Do we 
turn to the Savannah River as neighboring communities have done, 
such as Beaufort, and risk chemical and radioactive contamination 
from the Savannah River Site? And will there even be enough water 
for an allocation from the Savannah River. The Savannah River Site 
is South Carolina's number 1 industrialized industrial water user, 
using the equivalent of half the water used by all of South 
Carolina's industries. In 1986, that amounted to 769 million 
gallons daily. 

We are very concerned about the volume of water available for 
the state's usage and the contamination of the Savannah River for 
all the people who live, fish, and work in this region. 

The aquifers underlying the plant site are also in a 
questionable state of contamination. We know you are put in charge 
of all your own studies, studies that might give us real answers to 
our fears and anxieties. None of this satisfies the longing for 
truth and true security in today's world. 

Do not restart the reactors. All of the costs are too high and 
all the questions are still unanswered. Thank you. 



As discussed in Section 3.9 of the EIS, DOE notifies 
both South Carolina and Georgia officials of SRS 
radiological emergencies. Section 4.1.2.1 and 
4.1.2.2 discuss atmospheric and liquid radioactive 
releases from the operation of K-, L-, and 
P-Reactors. Section 4.1.2.6 discusses health 
effects. Annual environmental reports that present 
information on both normal and abnormal releases of 
radioactivity and the resulting doses are available 
to the publ ic. 



SRS uses the water it withdraws from the Savannah 
River primarily for cooling purposes, and returns 
almost 90 percent to the river. 
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MR. LYNES: My name is Bill Lynes. I live on Morningside Road 
on Wilmington Island. Professor Einstein is unable to be here 
tonight, at least in physical form. If he were here, I am sure he 
would not hesitate to speak out against the insanity of building 
more nuclear weapons. He wrote a short essay in 1947 which is still 
very appropriate today. I would like to read it into the record. 

"Everyone is aware of the difficult and menacing situation in 
which human society shrunk into one community with a common fate 
finds itself, but only a few act accordingly. Most people go on 
living their everyday life half frightened, half indifferent. They 
behold the ghostly tragic comedy that is being performed on the 
international stage before the eyes and ears of the world. But on 
that stage on which the actors under the flood lights play their 
ordained parts, our fate of tomorrow — life or death of the nations 
— is being decided. 

It would be different if the problem were not one of things 
made by man, himself, such as the atomic bomb or other means of mass 
destruction equally menacing all peoples. It would be different, 
for instance, if an epidemic of bubonic plague were threatening the 
entire world. In such a case, conscientious and expert persons 
would be brought together and they would work out an intelligent 
plan to combat the plague. After having reached agreement upon the 
right ways and means, they would submit their plans to the 
governments. Those would hardly raise serious objections, but 
rather agree speedily on the measures to be taken. They certainly 
would never think of trying to handle the matter in such a way that 
their own nation would be spared whereas the next one would be 
decimated. 

But could not our situation be compared to one of a menacing 
epidemic? People are unable to view this situation in its true 
light for their eyes are blinded by passion. General fear and 
anxiety create hatred and aggressiveness. The adaptation to warlike 
aims and activities has corrupted the mentality of man. As a 
result, intelligent, objective, and humane thinking has hardly any 
effect and is even suspected and persecuted as unpatriotic. 



Comments noted. 
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There are, no doubt, in the opposite camps enough people of 
sound judgment and sense of justice who would be capable and eager 
to work out together a solution for the factual difficulties. But 
the efforts of such people are hampered by the fact that it is made 
impossible for them to come together for informal discussions- I am 
thinking of persons who are accustomed to the objective approach to 
a problem and who will not be confused by exaggerated nationalism or 
other passions. This forced separation of the people of both camps 
I consider one of the major obstacles to the achievement of an 
acceptable solution of the burning problem of international 
security. As long as contact between these two camps is limited to 
the official negotiations, I can see little prospect for an 
intelligent agreement being reached, specially since considerations 
of national prestige as well as the attempt to talk out of the 
window for the benefit of the masses are bound to make reasonable 
progress almost impossible. 

I What one party suggests officially is for that reason alone 

£ suspected and even made unacceptable to the other. Also, behind all 

ro official negotiations stands, although veiled, the threat of naked 

power. The official method can lead to success only after spade 
work of an informal nature has prepared the ground. 

The conviction that a mutually satisfactory solution can be 
reached must be gained first. Then the actual negotiations can get 
underway with a fair promise of success. We scientists believe that 
what we and our fellow man do or fail to do within the next few 
years will determine the fate of our civilization. And we consider 
it our task untiringly to explain this truth, to help people realize 
that all is at stake and to work not for appeasement but for 
understanding and ultimate agreement between peoples and nations of 
different views." 

This was written in 1947. I can't think of anything else that 
is any more appropriate at this time. I have a few comments of my 
own. Really, more questions than anything. 

If we are truly a government of the people and for the people, 
show me the people who want this madness. Where are these masses of 
people who want these reactors restarted? Who are they? Where are 
they? Do they in fact exist? I think not. Thank you. 
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S_35 STATEMENT OF CONSTANCIA LYNES 

Wilmington Island 
South Carol ina 

S-35-01 MS. LYNES: My name is Constancia Lynes. I live on Wilmington Comments noted 

Island. I represent no group or organization, just a concerned 
citizen registering a very deep concern. My family have lived in 
this area since Georgia was a colony and I would like to think that 
their descendants would be able to live here for another few hundred 
years. I am a veteran. I served overseas in World War II, so, I 
have seen something of both death, devastation and destruction. 

The possibility of this from the Savannah River Plant has 
already been well documented by many knowledgeable speakers. It 
seems that a juggernaut has been created and no one knows how to 
stop it. I was willing to risk my life in World War II for a 
7* country that I believed in, but I am not willing to face a lingering 

> death from contamination or being blown away because someone in our 

£) so-called democracy can't listen to the citizens and change 

directions. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT MARSHALL 

Hilton Head Island 

South Carolina 



MR. MARSHALL: My name is Bobby Marshall and I live on Hilton 
Head Island in South Carolina. I have not made up a speech or 
anything like that because I just found out about this meeting this 
morning. But the speakers who spoke before me reflect most of my 
views - 



S-36-01 
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My family has lived in this area for over 200 years, 
specifically, Hampton County, South Carolina, which is only 25 miles 
south of the facility. This puts Hampton County, unfortunately, 
downstream from the plant. This scares me. I am for a strong 
national defense, but I also feel that the planned restart of this 
particular facility is unnecessary. I am opposed to the restart for 
environmental reasons. Thank you. 



Comments noted. 
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S-37 STATEMENT OF LORRAINE KOENN 

$-37-01 MS. KOENN: Lorraine Koenn. I am here to ask why do we need The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 

more nuclear weapons? Don't we have enough? I think the lies that this EIS. 

we have been fed about nuclear energy is a violation to the American 
people and if we let them continue, it will eventually destroy 
everything on this beautiful planet. I say no to a restart of K-, 
L-, and P-Reactors. Let's save our planet. 
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STATEMENT OF WYATT PRINGLE, JR. 



S-38-01 



MR. PRINGLE: My name is Wyatt Pringle. I am from Hilton Head 
Island. I, too, have not prepared a speech except for I wrote it a 
few minutes ago sitting in the chair. 

I am from Hilton Head. I am directly opposed to the restart of 
the Savannah River Plant. Since its inception, the "bomb plant" as 
us South Carolinians affectionately call it, has sworn environmental 
safety. Today, radioactive tritium has tainted the drinking water 
of Beaufort, South Carolina and those counties which vitally rely 
upon the Savannah River as a water source. Do not start this 
facility. We don't need to produce more tritium. We don't need 
more tritium in our drinking water. Thank you. 



Please see the responses to Comments $-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and S-06-07 on tritium risks. 
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Savannah, Georgia 
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S-39-01 



S-39-02 



S-39-03 



S-39-04 



MS. RUDOLPH: My name is Barbara Rudolph and I am a resident of 
Savannah, Georgia. I am a Registered Nurse and the mother of four. 
I am not here tonight just to represent myself and my family. I am 
here tonight to represent those who are too young to understand, 
those are too old to care and those who do not have the opportunity 
through lack of education to understand the effects the Savannah 
River Plant has had on their lives the last 30 years and the effect 
it will continue to have on their lives for future generations. 

There are many issues to be addressed, therefore, I will 
briefly address each one with recommendations. I know you are 
familiar with these issues and have your own opinions. I feel that 
the lack of time given to the public for their comments has been far 
too short and that the notification given for the hearings has been 
short. It borders on the ridiculous. 

I was told by friends and co-workers not to bother coming 
tonight, the Department of Energy had already decided on a course of 
action and that these hearings are merely an inconvenience mandated 
by a law that they simply cannot get around. However, I will voice 
my concerns and in my idealism pray that it can make some difference. 

First, I question the need the further nuclear materials 
production. As we speak, the heads of the United States and the 
Soviet Union are beginning discussions on strategic arms reduction 
talk treaties. With approximately 100 kilograms of tritium in 
current supply, even if no more were produced for 50 years, we would 
still have enough to supply more than 1,000 hydrogen bombs. 

Secondly, although the reactors at the Savannah River Plant 
don't produce electricity, they otherwise operate much as commercial 
reactors do, by fissioning uranium atoms, producing radioactive 
by-products as well as large amounts of heat and radiation. And, 
yet, the Department of Energy does not follow its own nuclear 
regulatory standards set for commercial reactors. 

To name a few standards needing improved regulation are seismic 
upgrades, containment domes, fire standards, diesel generators, and 
operator training. 



The Notice of Availability for this EIS indicated 
that DOE would provide a comment period of 45 days, 
as required by CEQ regulations; in addition, these 
regulations require DOE to provide at least 2 weeks 
advance notice of public hearings, which it did. 

Please see the response to Comment S— 09-01 on public 
comments. 



Please see the response to Comment S-33-02 on the 
need for tritium and the changing world geopolitical 
situation. 



Please see the response to Comment S— 27-01 on safety 
regulation. 
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S-39-07 
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Thirdly, in its haste to restart the reactor, there has been 
approximately 40 percent ultrasonic testing done on the reactor 
vessels and the pipe welds. Unless there is TOO percent testing 
done before the restart, how can we be assured of the safety of 
these 35-year old reactors that have been shut down completely for 2 
years. It is also imperative that the probable risk assessment be 
finished before the reactor restart and the public must be allowed 
time to review it. 

How else can we have a plan of action to assure public safety? 

The Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety, the Defense 

Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, and the Tiger Team must be allowed 

to finish their studies and to certify to Congress that all safety 
upgrades have been taken place. 

Or are these committees simply tokens to pacify and dupe us 
into false sense of security? 

And, fourthly, is the issue of the vast quantities of toxic 
wastes that are being produced as a by-product of nuclear bomb 
production. Already 35 million gallons of highly radioactive liquid 
waste is stored in aging underground tanks which will take 10 years 
to process into solid canisters. 

And what about the 12 years it will take to permanently store 
in football size slabs the somewhat less radioactive salts? 

Then we have the low-level radioactive waste and transuranic 
waste already buried at the Savannah River Plant with a half life of 
24,300 years. With normal Savannah River Plant operations, more 
than 230,000 cubic yards of chemical waste has been poured into 
unlined seepage basins or directly into streams flowing into the 
Savannah River. But the majority of the waste is mixed waste: 
mercury, solvents, and contaminated PCPs buried in the mixed waste 
management facility. 

The Savannah River Plant already has over 200 dump sites within 
its 300 square mile area which are a source of ongoing contamination 
to streams and a potential threat to the underlying aquifers. The 
government, itself, admits that cleanup already will cost up to $10 
billion and that at best will contain the mess, not eliminate it. 



Response 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-02 on safety. 



Please see the response to Comment S— 01-03 on safety 
oversight. 



All radioactive waste disposal at SRS is conducted 
in accordance with EPA and DOE requirements, as 
described in Sections 2.1, 3.8, and 4.1.6. The 
quantities of radionuclides that have been released 
from past burials of such wastes do not pose a 
threat to public health. They are being monitored 
and plans for remediation are in various stages of 
development and implementation. Please see the 
response to Comment S-02-02 on waste management and 
envi ronmental restorati on . 
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How can the public be convinced to make an environmental 
difference on a voluntary one-on-one scale when the government 
continues this massive contamination and continues to feign its 
concern by simply juggling cleanup funds between programs to deal 
with the contamination which already exists and money to manage the 
waste of the future? 

Therefore, it is my hope and recommendation that you take 
proposed action Alternative 3, to terminate operation of all three 
reactors and place them on cold standby and immediately begin an 
environmental impact statement on decontamination and 
decommissioning of the reactors. A time line for preparation of 
this environmental impact statement must be presented immediately 
with a discussion of all support facilities including fuel and 
target facilities. Thank you. 



When the need for the reactors no longer exists, DOE 
will prepare appropriate NEPA documentation for the 
decontamination and decommissioning of these 
facilities. 
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S-40 STATEMENT OF FREDERICK NADELMAN 

Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment 

MR. NADELMAN: I speak to you as a member of the Coastal 
Citizens for a Clean Environment, as a social worker, and as a 
citizen of earth living in Savannah. 

$-40-01 Gentlemen of the DOE: This proposal of yours is total nonsense Comments noted, 

and misleading. This proposal that I consider a waste of the 
taxpayers' money. It should be retitled, "The Ultimate Course in 
Extermination," or "The Shortest Way with Savannahians." 

For an industrialized nation, we have the highest infant 
mortality rate, the highest teen-age pregnancy rate, the highest 
illiteracy rate, the highest homeless rate, and along with South 
Africa, we still lack comprehensive national health insurance. Yet, 
you would spend millions to contaminate the world in a cesspool of 
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During my recent visit to the LaBrea tar pits in Los Angeles, 
California, evidence was presented that indicated that the long 
evolution of the mammoth — you know, those big wooly animals, the 
Mastodon, the Sabertooth Tiger, and the Giant Ground Sloth came to 
an end relatively suddenly between 10 and 14 billion years ago. We 
have only theories to explain the reason why this happened. We do, 
however, have filmed documentation of the genocide of dissidents and 
"theoretical" dissidents, be they one million Cambodians or six 
million Europeans. 

Will another species in the future call the extinction of 
humankind accidental genocide either by slow degrees through the 
continued unsafe production of plutonium and tritium, or by one 
giant, tremendous radioactive holocaust should the present missile 
elimination negotiations cease that are currently being held in 
Washington? 

Good luck to you, Mr. Bush and Mr. Gorbachev. Either way, we 
have a blueprint for the "final solution" to the problem of 
universal existence on this planet. 

"To be or not to be, that is the question," so said Hamlet. 
Such cataclysms are difficult for many to conceive as reality. 
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However, the practice of murder by many cults in the United States 
are easily understood if only through the horror movies of Hollywood. 

Can we not, therefore, understand the dangerous use of the 
modern adult version of Sigmund Freud's infantile phallic envy 
called the missile race? 

We have so many of these monsters, however, that quantity is no 
longer a measure of quality. Children, fortunately, are now taught 
to say just one word when asked to do something that is hurtful to 
themselves or to others. To these gentlemen of the DOE, I would 
therefore ask everyone to say this word. 

Just say: 

AUDIENCE: No 

■y 1 MR. NADELHAN: As a sergeant I had once said, "I didn't hear 

-p- you. 

*" AUDIENCE: No. 



MR. NADELHAN: Gentlemen, did you hear the people? We do not 
have a Freudian death wish either. 

Finally, we have gained many freedoms to make the choices we 
want to make. Let us not be denied the freedom to choose to 
continue to exist. The lone Chinese citizen in Tienamen Square 
stopping a whole column of tanks can speak for all the people of 
earth in his belief that the military might of any superpower also 
suffers the fate it has given to the people. Thank you. 

[Mr. Nad el man also submitted the attached written statement at the 
hearing.] 



Comment 
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Fred Nadelman 
1825 East Gwinnett Street 
Savannah, Georgia 31404 
Phone Number: 912-236-7043 

Gentlemen: The Savannah River Plant should remain closed and be 
totally cleaned of all radioactive contamination for the following 
reasons . 

The production of new nuclear weapons material is unnecessary 
because the U.S. has over 23,000 active nuclear warheads, a 100 
metric ton stockpile of plutonium, and a 25 to 35 year functional 
supply of tritium. Nuclear deterrence can be maintained for decades 
without further cleanup. This statement and subsequent statements 
and statistics is the position of The Coastal Citizens for a Clean 
Environment. 

The present cleanup estimates at the Savannah River Plant are 
currently set at ten billion dollars. All the technology necessary 
for such a project, however, is still nonexistent. There is also 
evidence that the Department of Energy has placed nuclear weapons 
production above safety concerns and basic maintenance for over 
thirty years. This is compounded by the fact that the Savannah 
River Plant, built in the 1950's, is now overage. 

Furthermore, severe environmental contamination is rampant and 
includes 168 different waste sites within the plant boundary. 

Nearby radioactive by-products from the plant's nuclear weapons 
production have been found around Skidaway, Wilmington, and Tybee 
Islands. 

Millions of gallons of radioactive water and other hazardous 
chemicals have been dumped into unlined pits and seepage basins. 
The underground aquifer which supplies water to much of the 
Southeast is beginning to become contaminated and is in serious 
jeopardy. 

Hundreds of thousands of curies of radioactive tritium and 
krypton gases are released into the air each year. This plant 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Please see the response to Comment S-Q2-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-39-07 on 
radioactive waste and S-05-13 on the aquifer. 
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releases more radioactivity into the environment than any other 
nuclear facility. 

Finally, Because the Department of Energy and its contractors 
are accountable only to themselves, lack of outside oversight has 
only contributed to the grossly inadequate safety programs. The 
reactors, of a similar design as the Chernobyl reactor which 
exploded, do not have containment domes, a requirement of commercial 
reactors and adequate fire safety equipment will not be in place 
until 1992. 

34 million gallons of radioactive wastes are being stored in 
underground tanks similar to one which exploded in The Soviet Union 
in 1957, causing a wasteland of 325 square miles. Also, the exhaust 
system which is supposed to prevent the build-up of explosive gases, 
have been found to malfunction. 

To conclude, the U.S. geological has predicted the probability 
of a severe earthquake on the East coast by 2010. The existing 
design and condition of the Savannah River Plant are likely to 
result in a severe explosion when this event occurs. 

For all of the preceding reasons, the Department of Energy and 
Westinghouse, its contractor, should not be allowed to restart the 
existing reactors at the Savannah River Plant or be or be allowed to 
construct new reactors. 

Sincerel yours, 

Fred Nadelman, HSW 



Please see the responses to Comments S-01-03 on 
safety oversight and S-05-07 and S-13-02 on 
Chernobyl . 



As described in Section 2.1, SRS reactor safety 
systems are being reviewed and upgraded to ensure 
that the reactors can withstand seismic events. As 
discussed in Section 4.1.3.2.1, such events could 
lead to severe accidents. The design-basis 
earthquake is the most severe earthquake projected 
for the SRS area. 
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S-41 STATEMENT OF CHRIS MACMILLAN 

Bluff ton, South Carolina 

MR. MACMILLAN: I am Chris MacMillan from Bluff ton. South 
Carolina. Good evening. 

I would like to read from the Greenpeace Book of the Nuclear 
Age by John May. 

S— 41— 01 "The main DOE report, Review of the Operating Experience 

History through 1987 of Savannah River Plant Production Reactors, Comment noted, 

also has revealed chronic equipment failure and poor operating 
procedures caused by the Savannah River reactors to shut down 
unexpectedly nine to twelve times a year over a 20-year period, a 
rate twice that of the U.S. civilian nuclear power industry. The 
o highest number of shutdowns was 43 in 1977. A former engineer 

' claimed he tried to warn officials in 1982 about leaks from the 

^j holding tanks, that they were highly radioactive liquid waste was 

** stored. There had been 25 accidents in which workers have been 

accidentally exposed to radiation, workers had complained of unsafe 
practices, but were ignored. 

For three days, operators at the plant had been trying to start 
a nuclear reaction when on 10 August, the reactor suddenly produced 
an unexpected and unexplained power surge. When debriefed by DOE 
personnel, the operators admitted they had no idea what had caused 
the mysterious incident. Worse, according to one DOE safety 
investigator's notes, they didn't care." 

This is from the Washington Post, October 6, 1988. 

As you can see from the preceding reading, the safety record at 
the Savannah River Plant reactors has been very poor, indeed. Those 
in charge at the 40-year old facility don't even care when accidents 
happen or are about to happen. 

Well, we do care and we feel that we cannot take the chance of 
another Chernobyl. My brother-in-law experienced the after effects 
of Chernobyl from his residence in Sweden. Even though he lived 700 
miles from the site of Chernobyl his family and many others were 
greatly affected. Swedes are great sun worshipers and since they 
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S-41-02 



n S-41-03 

i 

S-41-04 



S-41-05 



tolerate very long and hard winters, they look forward to spring 
with great excitement. Spring is the time of celebration and 
favorite pastimes include mushroom and berry picking and fishing. 
But because of what happened at Chernobyl where the rains fell in 
Sweden 700 miles away, neither berries nor mushrooms can be consumed. 

Laplanders who herd reindeer for their living could not eat 
reindeer meat. Fish were contaminated. These rains contaminated 
the entire ecological chain. These were just the immediate 
effects. No one knows what the long-term effects will be. 

I understand that my niece has a chance of contracting leukemia 
as a result of this manmade disaster. My brother lived many 
hundreds of miles from the Chernobyl Plant. Imagine the disaster of 
similar magnitude at the Savannah River Plant and the effects it 
would have on those who live within 100-mile radius range. 

Draft EIS has not dealt adequately with the problems of safety 
at the plant. How can you possibly think of restarting the reactors 
without being able to insure all of us here our safety? 

We are now told that we have tritium in our drinking water. 
You will tell us that the radiation from the tritium in our drinking 
water is just a trace, much less than the amount an individual would 
receive from x-rays, fallout from nuclear weapons testing, or radon 
in our homes. This does not console us at all. 

The point is that we do not want tritium in our drinking 
water. And, most of all, we don't want the reactors starting again 
up the river from us. 

The trace is just the beginning. As more and more of the 
storage tanks for the 70 percent of the nation's high-level nuclear 
waste continue to corrode, contents seeping into our river and 
aquifer, it can only get worse. So, why not focus all of our 
attention on a clean up at the Savannah River Site? Retrain the 
thousands of workers to clean up the mess that has been created. 

At the end of the cleanup, reevaluate the situation at hand, 
and I feel confident at that time that the situation will not 
warrant restarting the reactors at all. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-05-07 and 
S-13-02 on Chernobyl. 



Please see the response to Comment S— 01-02 on 
reactor safety. 



Please see the response to Comment S-06-07 on 
tritium risks. 



Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Table C-6. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



S-41-06 



o 
i 

■p- 



S-41-07 



Have you ever driven on Route 125 — and 1 am sure a lot of you 
have — through the grounds of the bomb plant. Signs warn drivers 
of steam rising from the creeks, but even at a brief glance, one 
cannot help but notice the mutilation that has taken place to the 
environment. Life is non-existent. Trees are dead. It is really 
eerie, reminding me of what the earth would look like after a 
nuclear holocaust. 

You should be ashamed of even considering resuming operations 
prior to the completing of the cooling tower for the K-Reactor in 
1992. You will be operating in violation of the standards set forth 
for thermal discharge in the Clean Water Act. 

In conclusion, I have chosen to use a little quote that I got 
from the paper that Pat Tousignant, if she minds if I quote it, 
which referred earlier this evening, she had mentioned from Art 
Dexter from Aiken. He wrote to the Senate Newspaper this past week 
in that article. I took a brief excerpt from it. 

"At a time without precedence in the history of mankind when 
those who share this planet are engaged in the fulfillment of a 
common longing for freedom, peace and equality, the renewal of the 
arms race through the announced restart of the Savannah River Site 
reactors can only be viewed as a cruel betrayal of the hopes and 
aspirations of people everywhere." 



The operation of K-Reactor at full power before the 
completion of the cooling tower is in accordance 
with a Consent Order (84-4-W) issued to DOE by 
SCDHEC. DOE is expediting the schedule for 
construction of the cooling tower. See the 
revisions to Section 2.1.6 of the EIS. 



DOE has stated in Section 1.2 of this EIS that the 
requirements for nuclear materials could potentially 
be reduced in response to the changing world 
geopolitical si tuation. 
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Hilton Head Island 

South Carolina 



S-42-01 
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MR. MYERS: My name is Mike Myers. I am a resident of Hilton 
Head Island and I hope you don't think I am too bad a parent to keep 
my kids up tonight, but I thought this was an important part of 
their lives as well as mine. I want to thank Pat, also, for her 
article in the paper. That is why I am here. I didn't know about 
the hearings until two days ago when I saw the article in the Island 
Packet . 

I just moved here in April from Cincinnati, Ohio where I lived 
within 12 to 15 miles for 22 years of the Fernald Plant. I became 
involved with the issue there, mainly as an observer. I had several 
clients who were involved with the protesting of the plant. And 
like many of the population in Cincinnati, I was in pretty much 
denial of any danger to myself, but became educated by some of my 
clients. 

I am a family therapist. I work as a marriage and family 
psychotherapist on Hilton Head, beginning a practice there, but in 
Cincinnati, I was on the faculty of the Family Therapy Center, the 
Department of Psychiatry, College of Medicine, University of 
Cincinnati. And in that capacity, I had a chance to work with many 
different families and children. 

I watched as small children, the ages of my two sons, would 
draw pictures of nuclear bombs or poisoned wells and other things as 
they tried to process the information that was coming to them 
through the media on TV and elsewhere and listened to their 
nightmares, as well as their parents' nightmares. So, I suppose I 
am here tonight partly for my own mental health and for my 
children's mental health as I exercise an option to stand up against 
something that I think is a very real threat to my family. 

Many of my clients talk about their fears: following trucks on 
the highway, wondering if they are carrying contaminated materials, 
wondering if they are breathing the air coming into their car and 
killing themselves and their families. People who are afraid to 
pick up a Coca-Cola can because they wonder which city the water was 



Please see the response to Comment S— 12— 1 1 on 
psychological impacts. 
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drawn from that made the Cokes. Some of these things are kind of 
neurotic and obsessive and ruminating. But on the other hand, all 
of us are being affected by these intrusive thoughts more and more 
as we read in the paper constantly about the poisons in our 
environment. 

Westinghouse has proven to the people of Cincinnati that they 
are not competent to handle these materials. I do not say that with 
any smugness or blame. There are an awful lot of incompetent people 
in my profession, too. But I do know that they are in over their 
heads and that the documentation that is coming into the Cincinnati 
newspapers everyday is proving that records were fudged, that 
employees were intimidated, and that Westinghouse in general covered 
up its own inadequacies as part of a security measure to try to 
avoid panic among the population. 

n I am not sure that Cincinnati's population is. panicking yet, 

i but people are obsessing on these things and finding it difficult to 

£] sleep at night more often than they did before. 

oo 

Dr. Jacob Lindy is on the faculty of the Department of 
Psychiatry at the University of Cincinnati. He is world famous for 
his documentation of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder which many of us 
know. People following Hugo or the Vietnam War or other tragic 
events, suffer from which definitely intrudes on their health and 
their ability to form meaningful relationships, to maintain 
meaningful employment. This is epidemic proportions. And Dr. Lindy 
and others have identified a new syndrome which they are presenting 
to the Academy of Psychiatry for inclusion in the Diagnostic 
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders that has to do with toxic 
dump syndrome which is very much like Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder 
in which people fear for their lives constantly, daily. They cannot 
take a drink of water, cannot go out and take a deep breath of fresh 
air, cannot go swimming without fearing for their health and 
safety. And, so, the effects of this go far beyond just the 
radiation effects that may effect people and shorten their lives by 
12 years and make them die horrible deaths. It also intrudes on 
their mental health. It makes people less hopeful. It makes them 
less willing to involve themselves in their own destinies and 
fearful for their children. Thank you for listening. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM LEWIS 
Coastal Citizens for a Clean Environment 
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MR. LEWIS: Thank you. My name is William Lewis. I am 
speaking on behalf of myself, my friends, my family, Coastal 
Citizens for a Clean Environment and others who are not present. 

What is the purpose? 

According to the Department of Energy, DOE figures, the United 
States currently has approximatley 20,000 nuclear warheads in its 
arsenal. According to DOE reports, if no more tritium or plutonium 
is produced for 50 years, one-half of our nuclear warheads would 
still be operational. Each warhead has the fire power of four times 
that which was detonated at Hiroshima. 

What is the purpose? 

Is it for deterrence? If so, isn't 10 to 20,000 warheads 
enough for deterrence? 

Or is it for war? If so, isn't 10 to 20,000 warheads enough 
for war? 

Or is it for defense contractors' pocketbooks at the expense of 
the American taxpayer, at the expense of our children's future, at 
the expense of our environment, at the expense of civilization, at 
the expense of life on earth? 

What is the purpose? 

Who will receive the benefits? 

To me, the answer is obvious: Friends of the DOE receive the 
benefits. The American taxpayer receives the burden. This taxpayer 
says, "Not at my expense." I oppose the restart of this reactor and 
I am against any new production until we can clean up the mess we 
have currently. Thank you. 

[Mr. Lewis also submitted the attached written statement at the 
Savannah, GA hearing.] 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Table C-6. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 



STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. LEWIS 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE? 

According to the Department of Energy (DOE) figures, the United 
States currently has approximately 20,000 nuclear warheads in its 
arsenal- According to the DOE reports, if no more tritium or 
plutonium is produced for 50 years, one half of our nuclear warheads 
would still be operational. Each warhead has the fire power of 4 
times that which was detonated at Hiroshima. What is the purpose? 

Is it for deterrence? If so, isn't ten to twenty thousand 
warheads enough deterrence? 

Or is it for war? If so, isn't ten to twenty thousand warheads 
o enough for war? 

i 

i» Or is it for defense contractors' pocketbooks at the expense of 

o the American taxpayer? 

At the expense of our childrens* future? 

At the expense our environment? 

At the expense of civilation? 

At the expense of life on earth? 

What is the purpose? Who will receive the benefits? To me, 
the answer is obvious. Friends of the DOE receive the benefits. 
The American taxpayers receive the burden. This taxpayer says "Not 
at my expense." 



WILLIAM S. LEWIS 

9 Rose Avenue 

Savannah, Georgia 31406 
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S-44 STATEMENT OF DANIEL STAIN8ACK 

S-44-01 HR. STAINBACK: Daniel Stainback. And I oppose the restart of Comments noted, 

the Savannah River Plant. I support all the things that have 
already been said for reasons, but I would also like to add that 
when you leave here tonight just look around you and you can see the 
reasons, just around, the poor ways that the African Americans are 
living right now and the help that they need. And, also, just the 
factories, the stuff that they are already putting out into the air 
is just appalling. And if the things that have been said, just 
look, open your eyes when you leave. That's all I'd like to say. 
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STATEMENT OF STUART JOHNSON 
Student, Savannah College of Art and Design 



S-45-01 



MR. JOHNSON: Stuart Johnson. I am a student here in town at 
Savannah College of Art and Design. And I just came tonight to 
voice my opinion in opposing the restart of the three reactors, K-, 
L-, and P-. And our classes ended a couple of days ago, so, we 
would have had a lot more students here, I am sure. So, I am also 
representing those who have already gone home. And I would just 
like to voice their opinion as well. Thank you. 



Comments noted, 
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MS. JENNINGS: The Coastal Group Sierra Club's concerns about 
the continued operation of the KL&P reactors at the Savannah River 
site focus primarily on radioactive and hazardous waste management 
issues and radioactive contamination of our ground and surface water 
supplies. 

Since the Savannah River sits over one of the most important 
aquifers in the southeastern United States, retention in and 
disposal of this waste into the Savannah River site's burial 
grounds, basins, and tanks threaten drinking and irrigation water 
for millions of people. The surface water is also threatened. 

Tritium and cesium-137 have been found in the Savannah River, 
an increasingly important source of drinking water for people in 
this area. Past contamination of the Savannah River by 
radioisotopes and biological concentration of these isotopes are of 
concern to members to the Coastal Group Sierra Club. We encourage 
intensified and thorough clean-up efforts at the Savannah River 
site. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comments S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration and S-39-07 
on hazardous and radioactive waste management. 

Please see the response to Comment S— 05-13 on the 
aquifer. 



DOE presents estimated exposures to neighbors and 
downstream water users accumulated during the period 
from 1954 to 1989 in Section 3.7.1.2 of the EIS. As 
indicated in that section, the total effective dose 
equivalent to a water user over that total period 
{assuming the Beaufort-Jasper Water Treatment System 
had been in place from the beginning) would have 
been about 20 mrem; the total dose equivalent from 
natural background over that period was about 10,600 
mrem. Section 4.1.6 addresses the potential 
additional risk to human health resulting from the 
continued operation of K-, L, and P-Reactors. 
Independent agencies have been {and are) evaluating 
the health effects of past operations, as described 
in Appendix B.1.5; no significant health impacts on 
the general public have been identified. 
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MS. TAYLOR: This will be mercifully brief, because I have no 
new information to add. I would like to add my voice to the voices 
of those who have already spoken convincingly against the restart 
and for Alternative 3. Of course I am worried about immediate 
environmental concerns. I live in Beaufort, and I have seen the 
stream that sends the water from Savannah River to Beaufort. I am 
concerned about accidents and about the lack of a containment dome. 

But most of all, I am concerned about the insanity, or 
stupidity, or if you want a more moderate word, the poor judgment in 
creating more nuclear waste when we have not yet figured out how to 
deal with the nuclear waste that is already beginning to contaminate 
the aquifer and the surrounding water supply. 

It seems to me that one of our concerns is the employment of 
the good thousands of people in the area of the SRP. And it seems 
to me that it would be very reasonable to put those people to work 
cleaning up the nuclear waste which is already collected rather than 
in creating more. 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-Q2 on 
safety. Section 4.5.1 of the EIS discusses 
containment alternatives. 



Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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S_46 STATEMENT OF MICHAEL BALAZS 

S-48-01 MR. BALAZS: My name is Mike Balazs and I speak for myself. Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 

After listening to you two speak and from what I have read and what comments. 
I have seen, I believe that you the DOE have no intention whatsoever 
in terminating operation of KLfcP reactors, and that restart will be 
shoved down our throats whether we like it or not. I also feel that 
these hearings are a palliative measure to satisfy the public 
interest and concern only. 
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STATEMENT OF CHUCK NIEMEYER 
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S-49-03 
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MR. NIEMEYER: I am Chuck Niemeyer, and I am speaking on my own 
behalf. I think that there are a lot of problems with the Savannah 
River site. Some of the problems that way that I see it is that we 
have got a lot of thermal pollution. And I think that it is one 
thing to have a little bit of thermal pollution, but it is another 
when you cannot even adhere to your own federally governmental and 
federally regulated guidelines. 



The fact that you are producing tritium in our defense and for 
our national interests should not be a reason for you not to use 
your own guidelines that are set up and that nuclear regulatory 
industries have to adhere to. So that is one point. I just cannot 
imagine why we have these rules just so that they can be broken. 
That is not acceptable- 

And then there is the long term waste. We have accumulated a 
lot of waste since the 1940s. And we have not ever come up with a 
real great plan for them. And I would like to have you all think 
back to man and woman-kind's history to a thousand years ago and 
think of the progress that we have made in a thousand years. And 
then go on ahead and project on into the future, and think a 
thousand years from now where we will be. We are going to be in a 
radically different place. 

And yet we are going to have some waste that is going to be 
with us for many, many thousands of years down the road. And it is 
unfathomable to think that we are doing that to our future 
generations. Even if we are going to bury it deep into the earth, 
it is going to be there decomposing very slowly and just 
unacceptably. I cannot imagine how anyone with any view to the 
future can let that kind of thing happen. 

And then there is the need issue. And I cannot really talk 
about the need not being a military planner and not being a world 
leader or anything like that. I do not know what kind of need we 
have for these items. But I do think that we have enough missiles. 
And the ones that go out of production that we have to take off the 



SRS facility thermal discharges are in compliance 
with the terms of a permit and Consent Orders issued 
by SCDHEC. Please see the response to Comment 
S-41-06 on K-Reactor consent decree. 



Please see the response to Comment S-27-01 on safety 
regulation. 



Please see the response to Comment S-27-03 on the 
immobilization of high-level waste. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 
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line due to regular aging of these missiles can be reprocessed, and 
we can use the plutonium as well as the tritium after it has been 
reprocessed to go into new if we have to have them missiles. 

I do not think that it is a wise idea to restart really old 
technology reactors to make this new tritium. So I think that the 
Savannah River site is a real poor choice, and I will get to that in 
a second. 

The Savannah River site is our backyard, and no one wants 
something like that in their backyard. But my contention is that 
this is a particularly bad backyard to have this kind of site in. 
We have to think about things like possible terrorist sabotage, the 
possibility of a nuclear war, or any kind of leaks either large or 
small, all which would result in a large population being 
contaminated with radioactive materials. 

There is no good evacuation plan for an emergency. There are 
not any civil defense plans here for Savannah. Just look at what 
happened during Hurricane Hugo when we were trying to get out of 
town and all of the highways were blocked, and we did not have any 
good plan for evacuation. 

In the past, there have been leaks that the DOE has not even 
told populations about until they could cover it up or let it leak 
out later. And I just think that the record, the DOE'S record, on 
human safety is such that we may not even be aware that there is a 
massive leak that is jeopardizing our safety let alone having any 
adequate preparations to get out of town or to go into some kind of 
fallout shelter. 

And there are not any basements here in Savannah either. It is 
not like someone could do something on their own. We are being held 
hostage, because we have no way to even defend ourselves. So those 
are some of my objections to that kind of thing. 

The site is so old. I mean if we need this stuff so bad, let's 
put it somewhere else. The soil is sandy, and the water leaches 
through sand. Everyone knows that. It is very highly permeable. 
So any kind of an escape of a liquid waste is obviously going to do 
into it. It is hard to contain it in our soil. I mean that is just 
a fact. 



Please see the response to Comment S-33-04 on 
emergency notification and releases from SRS. 
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So no basements, no nay that a population can get out of the 
mess that the government has gotten us into, poor soil, the 
contamination of waste sources, thermal pollution, and just not 
adequate safety regulations. For all of those reasons. I say no, it 
is not worth it. 
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STATEMENT OF JAKES ZORN 



HR. ZORN: My name is James Zom, and I am speaking for 
myself. I was bom in 1956, and at times it seems that my entire 
childhood was a series of international crises which required the 
whole family to gather around the television awaiting imminent 
nuclear destruction. The Cuban missile crisis, the Bay of Pigs, the 
Berlin Wall, the Yon Kippur War, the Pueblo incident. Is it any 
wonder that we grew up to be a somewhat anxious generation nervously 
scanning the skies wondering if any future at all was in store for 
us. 

I was only a child when these reactors were built. I was not 
involved in the decision. Fortunately, Most of the men who helped 
create the world political climate in which the existence of these 
weapons was determined necessary are now dead. And let's hope that 
the mentality which motivated then is also dead. 

I am a resident of Savannah and a native of South Georgia, and 
I am telling you this. That we do not want your weapons facility 
here, and we do not need your weapons facility here. Shut it down 
and clean it up. 



Comments noted. 
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S_51 STATEMENT OF JAMES LOOMIS 

MR. LOOMIS: My name is James Loomis, and I am the Director for 
the Cetacean Relations Society on the Island of Maui, and I would 
like to speak for the whales who have been here for 60 million years 
with a huge brain. And to think that upstart humans could have this 
S-51-01 technology that could take away their habitat in such a short time, Comments noted, 

it is just outrageous. We are so arrogant that it is outrageous. 

I was out with the dolphins off Wausau and Piney Island just 
about an hour ago. And looking at this beautiful Savannah habitat 
for the dolphins, this gorgeous wild place. And I am so sorry to 
have this connection with the Savannah River reactor tied in with 
this lovely, lovely city and environs. 

I brought along a picture of something that the Department of 
Energy should be looking into. This is a crystal of palladium that 
i they found off Manokuai , one of the volcanoes on Hawaii, twenty 

*T years ago when they were testing for tritium in the atmosphere with 

o regard to a Russian air shot. There was an immense amount of 

tritium there before the Russians exploded their weapon, and they 
found that it is a natural reaction of a volcano. Tritium is not 
only made at 150 million degrees, but it is made at earth 
temperatures. There is a nuclear reaction happening within the 
earth. 

And this interest of Pons and Fleischman and room temperature 
fusion of six months ago that was pretty well put down, I think it 
is a coverup. I think that the Department of Energy and these 
monolithic structures that we have that their time is up, and that 
we should be decentralizing every way we can. The South should 
withdraw, try it again. 

And I think Romania and that sort of thing, Russia is lucky to 
have those countries drop out. Because we are not going to submit 
ourselves to a higher authority like the United Nations. There will 
not be a world order until these monolithic structures like America 
are broken down into smaller units. 

I am a university mathematician and taught for ten years. I 
taught the theory of relativity for many years. It is beautiful to 
take just the constancy of the speed of light and with the apparatus 
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of mathematics derive those beautiful equations in which energy 
equals MC squared. It is deeply satisfying. It is part of our 
nature. There should be nuclear energy, there is no question about 
it, but not on a planet. 

It is wonderful for the moon. It is wonderful where you do not 
have circulating systems like air and water. It is wonderful 
there. So let's keep the thing going. But let's not start out this 
reactor now, and let's do clean it up. I mean it is really is sort 
of common sense. Although like Einstein said, common sense is the 
accumulated prejudice of the ages. And Einstein said some marvelous 
things. Like one of his last statements was our task should be to 
widen our circle of compassion to embrace all living creatures and 
the whole of nature and its beauty. 

Well, this is really antithetical. And you guys are just young 
men, and I am telling you that it is the wrong path and your jobs 
i are probably tied up in it. We cannot be thinking anymore, the hour 

*J is too late to be thinking about saving jobs. It just cannot be. 

(-■ We have to think in terms of saving this planet, and this is 

obviously wrong. 

Now we ourselves are addicted to energy. Look at all of these 
lights pouring off, do we need all of this. We are all used to it. 
I went to the jungle twenty years ago. I left teaching to see what 
our true needs are. And I cut my energy use to about 99.5 percent. 
And the fifty ways to save the earth. It is what you do not do that 
is really going to help. 

And we can live as freely as the dolphins. And we have 
magnificent cultural lives in which our bodies are as strong as the 
dolphins and in which we recapture our natural selves. And we are 
going to have to give up our addictions. We can live off beautiful 
organic gardens. And we can use the energy of the sun. I have been 
doing it for twenty years. We can unplug. It is wonderful, it is 
the best news. 

It might seem as though it has nothing to do with your life 
now. But if you are forced to it, you will just remember that it is 
there. In the meantime, get your gardens going and drop out on 
these large corporations who are able to destroy the world. The 
corporations are created so that they will not have a conscience. 
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They exist in perpetuity, and they exist such that they can 
transcend the human conscience and rape the earth. 

We are raping the earth. This is a dominator this is a 
military and industrial complex. I talked to Eisenhower in 1956, 
and it is just out of hand. He was afraid of it and he was right. 
It is 35 years later and it is an obscene military and industrial 
complex that is just out of hand. 

This is a beautiful time for Bush to say to Gorbachev we are 
not going to start up that reactor. I hope that the citizens will 
stand up for their planet. Thank you very much. 
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MS. BLOOMFIELD: My name is Susan Bloomfield, and I live in 
Augusta, Georgia. At previous scoping hearings, I have expressed 
concern about the problems created by the Savannah River site and 
the restart of the reactors. They include hazards to water, land, 
and air quality, lack of epidemiological studies, no solution to the 
disposal of a 40 year accumulation of radioactive waste, and the 
overwhelming expenditure of the taxpayers' money. These are still 
very real concerns, perhaps even more now than at the last hearings. 

One of the major concerns that I heard expressed by many at the 
EIS hearings was the need for stockpiling tritium. This testimony 
seemed to be completely ignored in the summary draft EIS. I wonder 
is the Department of Energy really listening, and does the 
Department of Energy really care. 

Many question the advisability of stockpiling excessive nuclear 
weapons material when the arms control negotiations may drastically 
curtail the need for such weapons. In a letter written recently by 
top United States scientists urging President Bush and Soviet 
President Gorbachev to consider a complete nuclear weapons materials 
production halt, they through current or planned arms reduction 
talks will "likely reduce the United States and the Soviet 
strategies stockpile as much as several thousand warheads." 

Even now the amount of tritium in the United States weapons 
inventory is sufficient to meet tritium requirements of "3000 
warheads for 35 years and 1000 warheads for more than 50 years." It 
only required two bombs to end World War II. Once again I ask how 
many nuclear bombs do we need for mutual annihilation. 

The EIS draft summary appeared concerned with preserving the 
jobs of those employed at the Savannah River site. Actually nuclear 
weapons production has distorted and produced a false local 
economy. The area surrounding the SRS has become economically 
dependent on the federal government and the nuclear weapons industry. 

The only way to ease the dependence is to emphasize clean-up of 
the Savannah River site facility now and economic diversity for the 
region's future. If the environment, and human health, and safety 



Please see the responses to Comments S-03-02 on 
environmental impacts, S— 03— 1 on health risks and 
epidemiological studies, and S-27-03 on waste 
immobil ization. 



Please see the response to Comment S-33-02 on the 
need for tritium and the changing world geopolitical 
situation. Also, please see the response to Comment 
S-09-01 on public comments. 



The purpose of this EIS is to disclose the 
environmental impacts of proposed actions and their 
alternatives. The job loss resulting from 
terminating operation of these reactors is one of 
those impacts. 

Please see the response to Comment S-02-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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are to be sacrificed to protect jobs, I ask you to remember that the 
quality of life of those not employed by the plant is of equal 
importance. 

The United States allots billions for stockpiling excessive 
nuclear weapons. This money could more productively be used to 
clean up environmental contamination. It can be used in the 
prevention of our high infant mortality rate. It can provide 
additional funds for education, for care of the elderly, and 
numerous other problems that face our country. 

With the lessening of the Cold War, we now have the opportunity 
to divert funds from destructive forces to constructive forces. 
Let's not allow this marvelous opportunity to slip through our 
fingers for lack of foresight. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF HERBERT SUMMERS, JR. 
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MR. SUMMERS: Andrew Summers. I am a member of Coastal 
Citizens for a Clean Environment. And I also represent the Pastoral 
Care Network for Social Responsibility. I am one of I am sure a 
number of people in the audience this evening who has had a chance 
to read this May 1990 environmental impact statement by the 
Department of Energy. It certainly is an impressive looking 
document with lots of figures in it. 

Unfortunately, it sort of reminds me of a statement by Mark 

Twain when he said, "It is not so much things that people don't know 

that causes trouble, it is the things that folks know for sure that 
ain't so." 

It is kind of a myth I think that exists in our society about 
the role of experts in creating documents such as this. I think 
that the myth is essentially that a document like this with all of 
the impressive credential of people who contributed to the research 
that goes into the document, that somehow a document like this is 
objective, value free, and scientific. That nobody in their right 
mind would challenge such an authoritative looking piece of paper 
such as this. 

Well, unfortunately, there is more than a little bit of 
evidence that experts are bought and sold every day. And that a 
document like this is based on a conclusion that has already been 
made and then evidence is accumulated and organized in order to 
prove that foregone conclusion. 

Some of us know the story of Mr. William Lawless who worked 
with Dupont in past days. Some have seen the documentary film on 
the Savannah River plant entitled Building Bombs, and have through 
that film and through other opportunities have had a chance to meet 
Mr. Lawless and hear the testimony of his relationship with Dupont 
and the Department of Energy. 

And even in this impressive looking document here for instance, 
there are some interesting statistics that do not quite go together 
with some other studies. For instance, on page 3-50, there is a 



Please see the response to Comment S-09-01 on public 
comments . 
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chart that shows the major sources of radiation exposure in the 
vicinity of the Savannah River site. And according to this May 1990 
study, the Savannah River site itself only amounts to an annual 
dose, average dose per individual of 0-1 rems per year. 

It does not quite jell with another study that was done by the 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Radiation 
Surveillance Program survey taken in 1979 through 1980, and also 
1983 to 1984. It shows a rather dramatic different figure. Instead 
of .1, the figure is 60.0 give or take nine rems per individual. 
That is a rather dramatic difference. 

I am told that this Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
team was made up of a small team of scientists who conduct these 
surveys on a regular basis. I also read in the newspaper that a DOE 
official said that the increase of cancer rates as a result of the 
Savannah River site would be negligible. And I am still looking 
around trying to try to find someone that has a negligible cancer. 
And so far, I have not met that person. 

Well, I think that based on the number of people that have been 
here today and the kind of testimony that the Department of Energy 
has heard, I think that you would have to conclude that we folks 
here in the Savannah area basically are pretty polite people. I 
think that some of us may even have read Miss Manners. We have been 
taught to behave ourselves. We have been taught to-be nice. 

But I think it is fair to say that there are a lot of people 
that are distressed about what some have called a conclusion or 
decision that has already been made. So we are just kind of going 
through the motions here with these opportunities to speak. 

I think that it is fair to say that we folks around here in the 
Savannah site area are about prepared to throw away our etiquette 
books and our manners books. I think that we are apt even to go so 
far as to get mad and angry. And I think that we are prepared to go 
so far as to make the decision to deactivate these reactors, a very 
costly decision for the Department of Energy and for the present 
Administration. I think that we are ready to claim our peace 
dividend, and I think we want it now. Thank you. 



The calculated annual dose to an average off site 
individual within 80 km is about 0.1 mi 1 1 i rem . The 
dose to the maximally exposed individual is 0.6 
mill i rem per year. 

Please see the response to Comment S-05-18 on 
off site doses - 



Please see the response to Comment S-03—01 on health 
risks. 
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STATEMENT OF BILL HARESKA 
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MR. HARESKA: I am Bill Ma res lea, Martinez. Georgia, a suburb of 
Augusta. These gentlemen sure live a hard life taking all of the 
abuse fron this mike that they have, not only at this hearing but at 
the previous hearings that I have attended. 

I an sure that they are just as fine a person as all of the 
other retirees of Oupont who have spoken to ne about life at Dupont 
after they have retired. And I a* sure that these people will 
probably speak differently once their pensions are assured and their 
salaries are not longer in jeopardy. 

I, myself, an for no restart. I feel that the cost is 
excessive to the taxpayers, to the environment, and to the health of 
America. I think that the nuclear Mar Materials production is 
unnecessary and farcical. I also believe that it will require an 
agency outside of the Department of Energy to call a halt to nuclear 
war materials production. The Department is intoxicated on its own 
power and with the monies that are generated. 

Reading the environmental impact statement, I note that they 
have concluded that 9600 jobs are more important than the lives of 
the people, the increase of cancer, and the insult to the 
environment. I wonder where they came up with the figure of 9600 
jobs. Today there are more than 26,000 on site jobs. How does 9600 
square with 26,000? And I wonder if all of their other figures are 
just as accurate. And I wonder if they are using the same sort of 
ciphering when they work with the reactors. It is frightening. 



S-54-03 



I do not know if they came up with the 9600 to hide the amount 
of money that is actually consumed at the Savannah River site. We 
are now faced with a monumental interest on the national debt, not 
to mention the national debt itself. They propose today a $500 
billion bailout for the S&Ls, and virtually no money for education, 
health care, and the homeless, and least of all the clean-up of the 
radiation contamination here, at Rocky Flats, Fernald, and Hanford, 
and on, and on and on. 

The environment has been damaged. This has been documented 
again and again. No nuclear facility is safe. I hear the Savannah 
River site being heralded as a safe facility. It is not safe. The 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



The figure of 9,600 jobs lost was based on an 
estimated worker population in May 1988 of 18,635 
workers at SRS; it reflects the best DOE estimate of 
operating, health and safety, security, and 
construction jobs that might be lost if the 
operation of all three reactors did not continue. 
Also, please see the response to Comment S-52-03 on 
employment. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-02 on 
envi ronmental impacts. 
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environment is damaged. And of course in Europe, the children wear 
outside clothing and then they have their inside garments. 

The ground can no longer produce food that is safe to eat or 
animals that are safe to consume. The cost would be incalculable 
compared to the 9600 jobs should some similar instance occur here, 
and it is well on its way. 

I believe that the problem of a nuclear deterrent is a 
political and financial problem and not a tactical problem. All of 
our wars, if one is a historian buff, you will find these were not 
military armament problems but they were all political and financial 
and were tactical problems lastly as to which country was going to 
take which country over first for what spoils of war. 

We could not have used a nuclear deterrent in Vietnam. It was 
our friends who were fueling the oil pipeline to Hanoi. It was our 
^ friends who were producing the armaments. We would have been nuking 

j> our own friends. Would we nuke Quadaffi? We would have to nuke the 

^ French at the same time. 

So the idea of using a nuclear deterrent I think is 
irresponsible. I think that we are producing a greater danger that 
terrorists may come into possession of nuclear materials to hold the 
entire world hostage, terrorists who are totally irresponsible. 
This is not only the material that is unaccounted for on site, but 
also that which is sold to our allies who have been known to in turn 
act as middle men to pass it on to our alleged enemies. Thank you. 
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MR. BOTTON: My name is Charlie Botton, and I represent anyone 

whn ic rrinfaifrtaA uiik fha anwi rnnmont alnnn with mujalf . T first 

came to Savannah, I am a student here at Savannah College of Art and 
Design, and one of my reasons for coming here was the area. It is 
very beautiful here. I am originally from Virginia and I am used to 
being surrounded by trees and open fields. 

And Savannah is sort of a deceiving place when you first get 
here. It is quite beautiful and everything, but you are greeted on 
the weekends occasionally by the quite unsavory smell of Union Camp 
right up the road. And it is the first place that I have ever lived 
that when I have held a glass of water up to the light that it "looks 
more like a collection of sea monkeys than it does drinkable water. 

All I am saying is that I do not know the whole low down on the 
reactor out there, but. I am flatly opposed to it from whatever 
information I have found out about it. And as far as I know, the 
Cold. War is over. That is what I have been told. And I think that 
you all should realize that too. I see no reason for reopening the 
reactors. That is all that I have to say. 



Comments noted, 
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inhabitants on our planet. Secrecy has removed from the general 
public the duty to be informed about these issues which are vital to 
our health and well-being. 

It is just astounding to me that the secrecy probably has not 
hidden what we are doing from our enemies but only from the American 
public. It should not shield the nuclear industry from shabby work, 
unsafe practices, and incompetency. There is enough plutonium even 
according to former Energy Secretary Herri ngton. We can recycle 
plutonium. What we have in the way of tritium has to be enough. We 
can no longer afford to jeopardize the continued existence of future 
generations for a false sense of security now. 

If 24,000 nuclear warheads are not enough, how many will it 
take to make us feel safe? I do not believe that we need more. And 
I object to the restart of the Savannah River plant reactors. The 
cost is just too high. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 
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MR. GARRETT: My name is Gary Garrett. As of two months ago, 
my current address is 13318 Chesterfield Drive in Savannah, Georgia. 

I came here tonight as an interested citizen unbiased in the 
hopes that I could get more meaningful information about the new 
home and perhaps the jeopardies with which we are faced. 

A little about my background. I am a degreed electronics 
engineer. I have carried a high set of security clearances that 
this land has to offer for 28 years. And in the execution of duties 
associated with that, and you may say in the military and industrial 
complex, that I spent most of my whole life as a civilian in Europe 
as close as my clearances would allow me to the Russian border. 

It was in the execution of some of these duties in 1986 that my 
wife and I, and I want you to take a good hard look at her when she 
comes up here in a few minutes, were subjected to one of the 
heaviest doses of radiation that any living human being has ever 
survived. You are looking at two walking dead people. And the true 
meaning of live each day to its .fullest could not be more felt in 
the Garrett household. 

Approximately seven months after we took the heavy dose, our 
thyroids went dead. And we have a checklist of what we can expect. 
As insurance companies like to say, we hope you are paid up with 
us. Look at us, ladies and gentlemen. We are about the only two 
people, Americans, you have ever seen who are still living with the 
kind of dose that we have had. 

I thank the Department of Energy for holding these hearings 
here, so we can have these public forums, and for those of you who 
have taken the time tonight to come frequently so far to carry to us 
your intelligent messages. I admit to being extremely naive in this 
area except that I happen to be an expert in electromagnetic pulse. 
And I am familiar with some of the other aspects of radiation dosage. 

I cannot see how any concerned citizen who is a rational person 
can draw any conclusion based on the information that we have heard 
tonight other than the fact that if we are given a modicum of truth 



Comments noted. 
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in all of the information that we have heard and I can present that 
we have that these reactors should be kept in cold standby for now. 

I wanted to convey to you one other Hen that is of great 
concern to ne about these reactors. Earthquake planning by such 
august scientific bodies is a soaewhat iffy thing even today. But 
the largest collection of American scientists who are fairly 
reliable at predicting thea have granted us a 100 percent certainty 
of a 6.0 earthquake epi centered very close to these set of reactors 
that we are talking about tonight within the next 25 years. 

Now you night say that is well and good, 6, 8, 10, 12, what 
does that mean to us? I survived within about ten riles of the 
epicenter of a 7.5 earthquake at Headgun Lake in the Madison River 
Canyon in Montana in 1959, and went on to dig out many of the 
bodies. And ay wife and I have just survived a 7.2 in San Francisco. 

I was on the third floor of a new $44 Million earthquake 
proofed building, and I want to tell you what that Beans. The 
building itself survived essentially intact. The interior was 
totally trashed including through no fault of ours all of the 
offices. I had the privilege of seeing 1000 pound safes flying ten 
and fifteen feet. And I got away froa ay computer terninal that I 
was working on just before it went right by ay head and out of the 
window of ay office. 

Living in Geraany near the Czech border when we took this heavy 
dose froa Chernobyl , we were fortunate to see another aspect of the 
folly of aan and the aasses of august bodies that we call our 
elected body politic. In this case, the Geraan Federal Republic 
Governaent was so afraid of aass hysteria that they refused to admit 
that there was any radiation whatsoever for alaost a full aonth 
after we were taking such heavy doses that deer were dying and 
nunerous other aniaals and plants were showing really strange 
effects. And the Geraan people were allowed to eat the green 
grocer's products that we know had incredibly heavy doses. 

So when threatened be it with the excuse of aass hysteria, our 
govemaents do not necessarily have a history of wanting to 
represent us. I see what I consider to be a ainor representation 
here tonight froa a population center that I understand is 



The reactors at SRS were designed to withstand an 
earthquake with an acceleration of 0.2g, which is 
twice the estimated peak ground acceleration felt in 
the Site area during the Charleston earthquake of 
1886. DOE is not aware of any credible scientific 
report that makes such definitive predictions of 
magnitude, location, and timing. (Please see EIS 
Section 3.3.2 and the response on Comment S-40-06 on 
design-basis earthquakes.) 
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approximately 250,000 people. And I hear concern expressed by uost 
of you that it does not really natter what we are saying tonight, 
because the decision has already been nade. 

Well, I as here to tell you that you better listen to what Hr. 
Gorbachev is saying right now and why he is running so scared. It 
does natter, it really does. There is a fellow naned San Nunn in 
Washington and he accepts collect calls, and San does listen. And 
if you do not like what you think is being done to you or if you 
feel powerless, tell ten people tomorrow and have then tell ten what 
you have heard here tonight. I thank you all for your time. 
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MRS. GARRETT: I will be very brief. I know you are all tired 
and want to go home. We are the 50 percent who did not get the 
message until 6:30 tonight on the evening news. So I would like to 
complain that this was not well advertised. When we did come in, 
the slide that was on the screen was the one about the environmental 
impact. I read very fast and in several languages, but I did not 
get past number one, the slide went so fast. 

So having been away from Savannah for fifteen years, I can 
complain a little bit and be a little bit impolite in saying that I 
think we could have had more Savannahians here if we had been better 
informed. I had to call the television station to ask them where 
the meeting was, and there was some difficulty with that. 

So we have a lot of needs in Savannah, but we do not need this 
restarting. We do not want it, and we want you to take that word to 
Washington. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-39-01 on public 
hearings. 
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MS. DELANEY: I am Susan Delaney, and I am a native of 
Savannah. I am a deacon in the Episcopal Church, but I am here to 
speak as an individual. I had the opportunity this past January to 
attend an international conference in Moscow. The hosts were the 
Supreme Soviet Government, the Soviet Academy of Sciences, and the 
Russian Orthodox Church. There were 1000 delegates from 83 
countries, spiritual leaders, government leaders, business leaders, 
scientists, journalists, and people in the arts. And they all met 
to talk about the problems that this earth is facing. 

From the opening address of the Secretary General of the U.N., 
and through the addresses of our Senator Al Gore and Senator 
Claiborne Pell, to the closing address in the Kremlin by president 
Gorbachev, the consensus was that the Cold War is at an end, the 
arms race end is in sight, and the breaking of the Berlin Wall as a 
symbol of the breaking of walls everywhere. And the consensus was 
that our efforts now must all be put towards healing this earth that 
we all share. 

President Gorbachev suggested forming an international Green 
Cross that would go to environmental disaster areas. And he 
received a standing ovation when he said that he called for an end 
to the nuclear arms race once and for all. 



Comments noted, 



And I would like join with most of the people here tonight and 
call for an end to the Savannah River nuclear plant once and for 
al 1 . Thank you. 
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S-60-03 



MS. HAHALAKIS: Yes, sir. Hy name is Evangelin Hamalakis. I 
am a lifelong resident of Chatham County. And I am here this 
evening to lend another voice of opposition to the Savannah River 
plant reactors restart. My concerns have been repeatedly voiced by 
others here this evening. The lack of need for further tritium 
production and nuclear missile production. The unnecessary 
consumption of such massive financial resources that our nation 
needs to care for its people. The philosophical concerns of 
continuing to generate implements of war. 

And the long history of the Savannah River plants failure to 
honestly inform the residents of this area of accidents, spills, 
equipment breakdown and failures, and plant mismanagement, that have 
all yielded radioactive pollution of the immediate Savannah River 
plant site and diffused pollution of the earth, air, and water in 
surrounding counties. 

We have been consistently informed that the introduction of 
such so-called low level toxic materials into our soil and water are 
below the levels detrimental to our health. Medically it is far 
from being in on the effect of lifelong exposure to and consumption 
of such contaminants to humankind, or its effect on the flora and 
fauna. 

Along with my concern about such diffuse radioactive 
pollutants, I am additionally concerned about the synergistic 
effects of such pollutants with other toxic materials that are 
regularly dumped into our air and water in the Savannah community as 
well as similar communities across the country. 

There is no rationale for killing ourselves and our world 
degree by degree. I voice a no to the reactor restart as a means of 
claiming our right to qualitative personal community and global 
life. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment S-03-03 on the 

need for tritium and other nuclear materials. The 

need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this 
EIS. 



The extent of contamination from prior SRS 
operations is described in Section 3.7 of the EIS, 
and in annual environmental monitoring reports 
issued by DOE (WSRC, 1989). Section 4.1 presents 
projected environmental impacts from continued 
reactor operation. Also, please see the response to 
Comment $-03-01 on risks. 



No synergistic effects of radiation and other toxic 
materials have been identified with the exceptions 
of cigarette smoking and radon daughter exposure in 
producing lung cancer in uranium miners. 
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MS. MILLER: My name is Lana Miller, and I am a resident of 
Portland, Oregon touring the country, and this is ray first visit to 
Savannah. I would like to say that it is one of the most beautiful 
areas of the country that I have seen, and it still has some of the 
most primitive areas. It feels like you are very environmentally 
conscious here. And I have to commend you on preserving the wild 
areas and maintaining so many refuge areas in the barrier islands. 

And I support the people of Savannah in rejecting this 
restarting of the Savannah River project. I guess that is all I 
have to say. 



Response 



Comments noted. 
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To Whom it May Concern, 

I am a mother with three young children, a business owner of a 
12 yr old Savannah business and a concerned citizen. 

I have been encouraged by the strides our country has made 
towards peace. It's been exciting to see our whole planet working 
towards a safe environmental awareness. There is much to be 
positive for as far as an environmentally safe and peaceful future 
for my family. 

This leads me to the question as to why are we continuing to 
make and stockpile bombs? Is this necessary? We certainly have 
enough nuclear "protection" and enough radioactive danger 
stockpiled. To me the restart of SRP is unnessesary, dangerous and 
expensive. 

I don't relish the thought of living downwind and down the river 
from SRP. I feel like it isn't a safe facility and I feel like the 
production of more bombs is not needed and too expensive. 

Please consider this taxpayers voice - use my hardearned 
taxpayers money to work towards a peaceful and environmentally safe 
future for my children. Perhaps this is a cry in the wind but I 
don't choose to oil a war machine that is damaging to our 
environment and totally unnessesary. Will it take disaster to make 
changes? I pray not. 



speak - 



Thank you for this opportunity to 
Janiece Brodhead 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
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STATEMENT OF HELEN P. O'BRIEN 

P.O. Box 214 

Cobbtown, GA 30420 

912-684-5701 

May 31, 1990 



S-63-01 
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To: D.O.E. 

I am oppossed to any re-start of any reactors at Savannah River 
Site. Enough harm and destruction has already been created. He 
should spend the resources of our country creating life-giving and 
life-sustaining places instead of places that harm our citizens- 

I request that any money allotted to S.R.S. be for clean-up only. 

Thank you. 



Helen O'Brien 



Comments noted. 
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STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN J. GOGGIKS 

P.O. Box 53 

Tybee Island, GA 31328 



S-64-01 



1) The plant is inaoral. It is un-Christian. Christ wouldn't work 
there, pay for it, have hearings on it, take Missiles fron the 
plutoniua. Came on - be Christian. 

2) It's paranoid, ■entally-ill. 55X of tax $ goes for defense. 
You spend that X of your take-hone pay, and see how 
■entail y-balanced your neighbors feel you are. 



Consents noted, 
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ccc STATEHENT OF HEWDY R. GOGGINS 

P Box 53 
Tybee Island, GA 31328 

Dear Sir, 

5_65_ni I want to say we need to concentrate on cleaning up the river & Consents noted, 

feed the poor 4 say enough to ■ilitary spending. I feel I an 
representing at least 200 ■others who can't be here tonight to speak. 

Sincerely Yours 

Wendy R Goggins 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN M. RAVAGE 

200 West Jones Street 

Savannah, GA 31401 



o S-66-01 
l 



S-66-02 



S-66-03 



Statement made by John Ravage at the Savannah River Plant 
Hearings at the DeSoto Hilton in Savannah, GA, 31 May 1990. 

I have been marginally associated with nuclear energy for more 
than 25 years, first in writing operational materials for 
westinghouse in the sixties, then as the editor of the Final Report 
of the Workshop on Alternative Energy Stategies at MIT under the 
direct supervision of Carroll Wilson, President Truman's appointee as 
the first general manager of the AEC, and finally in 1982 as 
associate director of the Governor's Energy Council jin with 
responsibility for writing Pennsylvania Energy Policy. 

I am distressed that as the threat of nuclear annihilation at 
the hands of our enemies diminishes, the United States Government 
and its agencies appear anxious to take over that role by operating 
plants that do not meet the safety regulations promulgated to 
protect its citizens. Under the guise of military preparedness, it 
proposes to resume the production of Tridium that is unneeded at an 
installation that shares some frightening characteristics with 
Chernobyl . 

This mindless continuance of unneeded production invites 
comparison with the Sorcerer's Apprentice, who, having learned the 
incantation to set the broom to carrying water, did not know how to 
.stop it, nearly drowning in his own superabundance. : Someone must 
issue the command to halt the production of superfluous bomb 
ingredients, despite the false claim of national security needs. 

Personally, I would feel far more secure if money being spent to 
build more nuclear warheads were devoted to mothball ing obsolete 
nuclear refineries and bomb plants. Far more people have been 
poisoned and killed, and more environmental damage has been caused 
by bomb testing and bomb building and by nuclear accidents than have 
been caused by acts of nuclear aggression since Nagasaki. 

The Environmental Impact Statement obscures more than it 
reveals, always in the name of national security. What it cannot 



Please see the response to Comment S-01-02 on safety. 



Please see the responses to Comments S-05-07 and 
S-13-02 on Chernobyl. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
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conceal is that all three plants have long since surpassed their 
life expectancy and are woefully deficient in their safety and in 
flagrant violation of safety practice required of all commercial 
nuclear plants. 

The record of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is a sad tale of 
non-feasance, non-enforcement and nonsense and a lackadaisical 
attitude towards the health and well-being of neighbors. Arrogant 
disregard for first, the environment, second, for expert estimates 
of present nuclear arm requirements, as well as the safety of the 
region must stop. 

If the regulators won't do it, then a citizen's committee must 
be called into being, which committee to have access to all the data 
necessary to evaluate the degree of safety of plant operation and 
all its manufacturing and high-level waste disposal. 

The twin issues of nuclear armament and environmental quality 
are of too far reaching importance to be left to people whose 
principal concern is to perpetuate the status quo, which means their 
jobs, by ensuring employment for their constituents while ensuring 
the degradation of the thousands of acres of forest, miles of 
streams, and the air that millions breathe. 

I hope I did not live through the Depression on two continents, 
serve in World War II, survive both the seventies and the Reagan Era 
only to be subjected to radiation poisoning in my retirement here in 
Savannah . 



As noted in Section 2.1.2.3.2 of the EIS, no 
life-limiting mechanisms have been identified for 
these reactors; also, please see the responses to 
Comments S-27-01 on safety regulation and S-01-03 on 
safety oversight. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CANDY Y. WAITES 
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C-01-01 
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I am Candy Waites, a citizen of Richland County and a member of 
the South Carolina House of Representatives. I hesi.tated to come 
today because I do not have technical comments to make, but 
fortunately there are others who will deliver those arguments. I 
•had to come today for my daughter Robin. Today is her 21st 
birthday. She is celebrating it in the Soviet Union where she has 
been studying since February. Her letters are full of wonderful 
stories of new experiences, new Russian friends and breaking down 
old barriers. I had to come today for Robin and her[ new friend 
Tasha to ask why you are considering restarting the nuclear reactors 
to produce ingredients for weapons when the walls separating nations 
and peoples are coming down around the world. ! 



Why are you taking incredible risks to restart these nuclear 
dinosaurs when we have been told over and over again that there are 
major problems with their safety? Why won't someone tell us the 
truth? Why do you make us feel unAmerican when we speak out for a 
safe and healthy environment? We are not the enemy. We are the 
people who live in and love this country. 



The Department of Energy produces tritium (and other 
nuclear materials) as directed by the Nuclear 
Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM), which 
determines the need for defense materials, and which 
is approved by the President. The most recent NWSM, 
approved by President Bush on July 12, 1990, was 
used in calculating the demand for new production of 
tritium in Appendix A. In addition, Appendix A 
considers a potential reduced-need scenario for 
tritium. 

Because detailed information on defense need 
involves national security information, nuclear 
material requirements and the production 
requirements required to meet these demands are 
discussed in a classified appendix (Appendix A) of 
the EIS. This classified appendix was not 
distributed with the main document, but will be 
considered by DOE decisionmakers; it is available to 
those meeting security requirements. Unclassified 
information from Appendix A is included in Section 
1.2 Of the EIS. 

Sections 2.1.2.8.2 and 2.1.2.7 of the EIS address 
the concerns expressed about reactor safety and the 
reactor modifications to be completed as safety 
enhancements both before and after resuming 
production. As stated by Secretary Watkins on 
several occasions: "restart of any of the SR 
reactors will not be authorized until I am 
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This chronology of events states that in 1978 the Armed 
Services Committee panels reported "galloping obsolescence" of the 
nuclear weapons production complex. DOE acknowledged in its fiscal 
'81 budget request to Congress that degradation was "serious" and 
that radiation exposures to personnel were reaching unacceptable 
limits. For the next twelve years the stories are the same. The 
players change, but the gruesome facts never change. There is not 
time today to read the nine page chronology which justifies my 
feelings, but I shall attach it to my remarks. 

The more I read, the more frustrated I get. Then after the 
frustration comes fear. Yes fear, because no one seems to be 
listening. How do you expect the people to trust the Department of 
Energy when we have been lied to or told half truths or pushed aside 
or ignored for years and years and years? Why is it so hard to make 
big government understand that all we the people want is the right 
to lead our lives in a safe and healthy environment? 

A reporter recently said he looked for facts and not 

emotionalism- 
Fact: 8/17/89 Westinghouse announced that half of the 

construction welders at SRP were improperly certified.. .275 of 550 

welders will have to be recertified. 

8/25/89 "The fragility of the antique reactors at SRP is going 
to be hanging over our heads like the Sword of Damocles until the 
year 2005." Secretary Watkins. 

10/25/89 Procedural errors and reporting problems continue [at 
SRPJ and indicate that an emphasis on safety of operations is not 
yet pervasive. 

John Ahearne letter to Secretary Watkins saying that the 
Westinghouse restart schedule may mean "that little more than the 
minimum upgrades will be done prior to restart." 

12/13/89 "Progress made to date on improving conduct of 
operations is inadequate." Paul Kaspar. 

It is very difficult to follow the continuing saga of problems 
at SRS without getting emotional- Something is very wrong with our 



personally satisfied that they can be operated 
safely." (Memo, Secretary of Energy Watkins to 
Secretary of Defense Cheney, April 1989.) 



DOE is required to consider all substantive comments 
on the Draft EIS and in preparation of the Final EIS 

(40 CFR 1500-1508). 
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C-01-04 



C-01-05 



system when the people have to sue the Department of Energy in order 
to get an environmental impact statement before the restart of the 
reactors. 



Not only do the people want to know that the aging reactors are 
safe, but we want to know why we are going to spend a billion 
dollars for their restart. In today's world of warming relations 
between the US and the Soviet Union, do we really need to risk our 
health and safety to produce ingredients for more weapons? Can you 
justify this risk and this expenditure to Robin and Tasha? 



In December 1989 Energy Secretary Wat kins informed 
the Congressional Armed Services Committees in a 
letter "that because the decisionmaking process will 
be enhanced by the information and opportunity for 
public comment presented by the EIS, the Department 
will complete the EIS before it makes any decision 
to resume operating the defense production reactors 
at the Savannah River Site." 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. Please see the response to Comment 
C-01-02 on safety. 
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ENERGY 

RESEARCH 
FCLNCA'ION 



REACTOR SAFETY AT 
SAVANNAH R I VER PLANT 

A CHRONOLOGY , 
19 7S - MARCH 1990 



RESEARCH NOTES _. 



The Savannah Biver Plant [SRPj reactors produce plutonium and tritium 
for us* in nuc lear weapons . Thay have bean shut down * met Summer 
1988. for safety upgrades, maintenance, and the establishment of new 
ooarst in? procedures . it is unclear when, if ever , the reactors can oe 
restarted. Below is a chronology of events leading up to the inut 
down , and of the Department of Energy's [OOE 1 efforts to restart *.*ie 
reactors . 
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137B: irmea Services Camnttee care ■ s reoorted "galloping oosolescence ;-• 

nucieir -eaoons or6ouct;cn camiei. X6 acunowleogea in its fiscal '9' ;i_o=e- 
reouest to Congress that cegraoation -as 'serious' ana that radiation exposures -_- 
Derscnnei -ere reaching unacceotaoie limits. 

March 1981: fleoort of DOE's Nuclear facilities Personnel Qualification ano 'mr-j 
Committee to assess implications of the Three ni >e island accident for DOC r- ic -:-i 
john m. Crawford. Chairman (Crawfora Reoort): '"» nuroer of significant cef -ce-c-s 
•mst in DOE's reactor safety management activities... nany of the THi Lessors 
Learned' have not bean aoeouately aaoressea or aoolied in OOE reactor program. ' 

May 1981: Officials discovered 20-year-old cracks at P and C-reactora in crairc=es 
which were designed to remove contaminated cooling water from reactor*. faille of 
these oioea could have caused OacKuo of contvnmsteo water into reactor oui ia-ra S 
during an accident. 

August 1981: General accounting Off'ce iGAO| report. "Better Oversignt seeoeo ; zr 
Ziftt/ ira -eaitn icfvities at OOE s N U ci*ar E ic. ! --.-es." 'ouno tr-at OOE -as -c: 
aroviamg aoeauata emergency creoareoness guidance, lining <ery Mmiteo ' ir< 
ic;::rj -; mure t.-ac ;aer 'scinves neat crrent safety criteria aoo star:ir;s. 
and Stated that OOE has little assurance that information cencermng raoia r;:i 
releases '"m its facilifes is accurate anarehaoie. 

June I98S: C-Beactcr shut down following normal coeratirg cycie curing «nic- ij -i_;- 
as 18 gallons a day of highly radioactive water leaned from the reactor vesse : . 
least twelve cracks were eventually found, seme «S inches long. After severs! -"i -a 
attaTDts to reoair *-e cracks ocrmg 1986. DOE dec i ceo to abandon efforts -_; --s-.i-: 

•he reactcr . 



For mare information contact; Energy flesearcn rounontion. 537 Haroen Street. 
^olumia, JC 23IC5. , i03)Ci6-iI3fl. I_oieu ui n^cvciea paper. 
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June 1906: GAO rwort: "Safety Analysis «wi* for OK's Mmm Facilities Can Be 
Improved." Safety Analysts Reviews |&Ml establish the basis for the operator to 
determine Chat its facility can operate safely, idantify potential problem arses. 
oomsere facility design •gainst established safety criteria, and anslyia potential 
accidents. The GAO report found that the eatent of comer i son to safety standards 
varied widely in raports from different facilities, end that thay used different 
spproeches to identify and analyze potential accidents - e.g., one review enalyied 
oonseouences of the worst earthquake ex pe cte d in t*0 years, another used t.OOO 
years. The report noted the lack of an m O s u oi riant review process. 

October IMS: DOC Heedquartar'a Quality Assurance (0>] report raised questions about 
the effectiveness of SSP's entire 0* program ana plant safety, citing cuBtMrsom 
chain of caamnd, poor staffing, and failure to follow up on problem found. 
Technical Safety Appraisal found inedsauets fire protection a n t—, excessive 

releases of tritium as iiaa»» naiai from the raacters. and inadequately trained ana 
tested personnel. 

October I9K: A panel of experts convened by Energy Secretary Harrington to assess 
reactor safety St Hanford, Kaahmgton (the Rood is panel) found serious deficiencies 
in OCX's QA program and ma naaawanc. *no cited self-regulation as the ceuss icf.. 
O ths O-ewford Report, aoovei- 

¥1 January 1967: Or. Gordon Thomson' m report at the Richland County CSC) Council 

O emergency planning hearings: ~l still ragaro the SUP reactors as ouite primitive '« 

tanm of safety features. - ma report aa s or Tb ad a theoretical accident at SSP (S« 
core mater is Is released to the ewnrasml in ahicfi people I ivwg CO ai las or anre 
from SB* in the plum path of the accident mm Id run a significant risk of thyroid 
cancer and might have to leave thaw hoses for up to 30 years. 

narch 12. 190T: G*D report released at Congressional haannga convened by Senator 
John Glenn revealed that S"* reactors ran for sis years at poear levels which engnt 
hPYe overwhelmed the a— gancy cooling nut s— during an emraancy. the pomt levels 
*ere lowered by ZS« during 19M rfwn Ouhant engineer s discaeerao mistakes in earlier 
calculations. The 0*0 raoort alas cited inadequa t e and outda t ed seating for craos 
in reactor Mills and lack of attention to identified problem at SPP. 

March 20. I98T: Power levels for all three SRP reactors wrm reduced to SO*. This 
followed the release of a March 9 letter fros the cnairmen of a National Acaoamr of 
Sciences oanel oonvanoo by Energy Secretary Harrington to study reactor safety -men 
■arneo that SO* reactors were still operating at unreliable power levels.' 

April 1367: 0OE reported that SO* reactors oo not measure up to a nunaer of "oclaer 
Regulatory Coaeission (hoc) design standards, and that olant engineers neeo to 
oonouct further tasting to make sure the plant la safe. 



October 190T: A national Academy of Sciences reactor safety raoort found that: DOE 
Ooes not know how reactors would behave during an accident: filter and confinement 
system might not wors; reactors snow signs of 'acute aging that could affect 
safety ; and a nign oegree of contusion of safety objectives exist*. The report 
recenmanded that reactors ream at reduced power levels until better models are 
developed to monitor ewer gancy cooling system, and recennmnoed lndeoenaent 
;versignt authority. 
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October 196?: OCE announced formation of the Advisory Caswnttee on Nuclear Facility 
Sefat* [M*S] to advise the Secretary of Energy, in January. John Wwrvw. fm— . 
IMC Chairman, was named to head tha acmFS. 

Fepruery 1908: L -reactor power cut by another 10ft. 

March IMS: Richard StarostacH (deputy assistant saorotary for environs*/*, safety, 
and health) called SflP's earthquake program inadaquata. 

April 1988: L-reactor shut down after independent impaction found that a brace 
supporting part of the emergency 000)109 *yst«n -as non-standard: (.0.. there was a 
discrepancy be t ween tha actual installation and original drawings. 

April 1988: P-raactor shut down for visual inspaction of seianic bracas following l- 
raactor discovery. Braces suoporting emergency cooling system in P-raactor ■•-« 
replaced or modified Curing Hay. Other discraoancies -ere found, including a 
moderator drainage systoa not connactad as shown in bluaprinta. 

April ISM: X -reactor shut down for previously scheduled annual tnamtananca 
(estimacco 130 days). 

ran* 20. 1988: R. Starostecki, in a letter to Paul Kasoar (00£ neiijjii at S*P)- "it 
apaaars that the taisaic upgrading that has oaon ecoomlishad (and is now underlay; 
has baan a piecemeal, largely reactive response. . . that has bean seriously 
neglected.'* 

Juno t9M: R. Starostacki, at an *CM"S msattng: "Tha equipment 1* not built 
according to tha way designers intended." 

August 7. 19S8: Operators attempted to restart P-raactor but war* unable to da so 
beca u se of a butld-up of helium in tna reactor core. Operator* continued to pull out 
control rods - thus boosting power - even though tha reactor was not r ascending 
according to thaw calculations, and they did not know are;. After recalculations and 
an unexplained war surge, DOE ordered SRP operators to shut smi tha reactor on 
August IT and began an investigation. 

August 28, 1988: DOE officials satd that tha " -iiTrr could not do restarted for 
another 3D to 45 days and that tha extra tune was needed to h« tenant attaint str at ive 

and :*cmic«l changes ne c essary to ensure safaty. 

Saptanfcar 30, 1988: Congressional cconiittees released a 1989 SRP tamo dsscrioing 
nonarous reactor accidents at SRP between 19ST and 1985. The accidents vera amorg 
tha most serious ever documented at U.S. nuclear reactors: several involved fuel 
malting. 

October 8. 1988: A too Pentagon official: "If we don't (restart tfw Savannah »ivar 
reactors soon), there mil be very serious censaouancas for our ac-tl'ty to maintain 
our ruclear deterrent. To have these reactors not operational is tantamount ts 
1*11 lateral nuclear disarmetartt- * 
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October 11, 1988: Energy Secretary Harrington announced thet he hoped to begin a 
phased start-up of K-reector in December, reaching 50% capacity over about a (tenth. 
Harrington also announced Intentions to restart L-r«actor in March and P-reactor in 
July (the switch in focus from P to « -reactor it attributed to the IMS SRP memo 
described above). 

October 1988: The Defense authorization Act pasted Oongress with an amendment 
establishing the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board [0NF5S] with five members 
appointed by the President. The independent board would be responsible for 
overseeing health, safety, end the anvirorment st some OOC facilities. 

October 1988: OOE contractor Nuclear utility Services report (called the Memric 
report for the chairmen of the task force): SRP suffers from a "flawed management 
culture" that undermines safety, impedes carmunieations, and deviates from practices 
common to well-run nuclear plants. The report Stated that serious problems exist st 
every level of SAP's management and reactor staff, reactor operators were not 
adequately trained, and operators' perception of their safety cole was too limited. 
Operating conditions and practices failed to meet cotmercisl safety standards in st 
least 48 "problem" areas. The rate of forced shutdown of SRP reactors -u several 
times higher than would be tolerated by the nrc at carmsrcial reactors. 

N o vember tO, 1988: 0. Starosteckt Questioned the ability to restart K -reactor in 
December: "We have been making insufficient progress at the site to meet sucn a 
date.'* 



25. t*8f: 00C report, "Savannah River Plant JMtaector Restart Strategy, 
outlined more than ISO separate tasks to be completed before restart. The report 
also stated that "national security needs dictate a decision to operate • reactor 
before completion of the long-term portion" of the reactor safety improvement 
progrsm- 



29, 1988: Secretary Harrington: "We are hoping to Start the K-reactor) in 
the spring [or} turner." Restart of P end L reactors would follow. 

December 5, 1988: A Defense Dapai uissil spo k esman: "If the (SRP] reactors ere not 

restarted 0y the end of the sumnsr, you would nave to cannibal ite soma ■■ a icons to 
keep otners active. ' 

Deeamaer 8. 1388: Cracks reported in L -reactor cooling Hater pipe. OuPont scientists 
had removed the pipe m October 1987, wtwjn previously identified cracks grew aeeo 
enough to require replacement, in March 1988, technicians examined the impair eo 
section of pipe, and discovered evidence of unsuspected cracks where the pipes n«d 
been welded to a support colum. OOE and AGMFS officials criticised OuPont for not 
reporting these creeks until December. 

December 9. 1988: Troy wade (DOC deputy assistant secretary for defense program s ) 
told reporters that national security requires restarting one SRP reactor by mia- 
sumner. 

December 13. 1988: Energy neseercn Foundation. Natural Resources Defense Council. 
jj«j j w.Lctc« i ■ • tun d^einst -a* to OOToei tne cart) iet ion or an tn» irormoncai 
impact Statement (EtS) prior to restart of any reactor at SRP. 
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Oecentwjr 13, 19*B: «ew cracks reported which affect the main cooling systems at l- 
reactc*-. The cracks occur r ad in the 'base metal*' and were not associateo with any 
■•Ids. 00C officials char gad that improper installation techniques may hava caused 
these cracks, railing concerns about similar installation practices at Other sites. 
Investigations began at other sites. 

December 14, 1988: ACNFS rejected DOE's K-reactor restart plan, citing inadequate 
inspection* and lingering Questions about power levels, calling it a "blueprint 
fraught with inadequacies... «a have broad concerns regarding safety philosophy, the 
overall criteria for restart, and management." 

December 18, 1388: Cracks reported in cooling system at K-reactor. 

Oecamber 18, 1988: SC Representative John Soract. a matter of the Mouse *nr*a 
Services Cctrmittee: "My unoeritanairg of the n*ea for tritium is that it's rc r . ~.r*z 
urgent. .. .xith 20,000 warneeds. we really as not suffer in the snort run.' 

December 20, 1988: internal DuPont memo, dated *onl 19, waa released. The memo 
descrioed a series of cracks and leans - sane of them serious - that oe;_rreo tn 
critical cooling Dices over 35 years ano cetailea how DuPont mscalleo cer"ec;:-e 
pipes, welding ratner tnan returning them. Heoaireo pipes were founo ts nave 60 to 
100 new cracks as a result of welding techniques. Due to the cracks, cooling water 
leakea out on several occasions ano 'arced snutaown of reactors. R. Starostecxi 
criticiied DuPont for failure to test ccnsrenensively the entire cooling system a.- a 
to identify the causes and severity of cracks: "it's a ccmplete breakdown m duality 
control over procurement.'' 

December 20, 1981: DOE estimated repairs to reactors will cost 9350 million and oe 
ccnoleted in 1990. 

December 22, 1988: Energy Secretary Harrington said that K-reactor will undergo 
ultrasonic testing prior to restart. Earlier m the year ODE officials had said that 
such tasting was not necessary. The testing was estuneted to delay K-reactor restart 
until June. 



January 5. 1989: DuPont announced tnat engineers nao discoverea and were moni"nr<) 
IT cracKS in reactor cooling systems. 

January 22. 1989: imorcoer testing procedures at K-reactor • the water -armer 
incident' - caused accidental rupture of several large valves in cooling systems. 

February 2, 1989: *t a Senate Armeo Services Ccnmittee hearing fl. Starosteck i itatea 
tnat progress since August "has not Deer, encouraging... I'm skeptical [that k- 
reactor could be started this year]. From a skeptic's point of view, a lot of things 
would have to happen ouickly, and they ere not hacoaning." John Ahearne (aCNFS 
cnairman) told the Carni it tee: "The closer we look, trie more or oo lame we fina. 
Afteerne questioned wnetner DOE was cacao I • of cringing SAP's reactors uo to 
aamwrcial standards. Troy wade told the Camittee tnat DOE efforts to eitena ;■« 
tritium supply would avoid any crisis as long as restart began in 1989. sut vat ' 
i rie actor is "ot rest art *Q this vear . '-en t"e s-coiv ;f tritium cculd tt* -rr-res :: 
i-oi in a«t.ort :ra; -."o rv,; .«*■ s;;<«cii» r J . ;• *::eci«c. 
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Fttruary 8, 1989: DOC found more cracks in K-reactor coo Una pipes, bringing the 
total nuttier of cracks found in ill three raactort to 32. 

Fabruary 16, 1989: 0C€ letter to Senate Subccnmittee on Energy and Water 
Oevelooment, earmarked $108 million e*tra for restart, laying "These funds are 
what's needed to get the job done. " 

February 22. 1909: john Ahearne told a House suboomtttee that 006 officials have 
"gotten so heavily involved m the restart or the reactors that they've had to put 
aside the development" of a nuclear safety policy which would raise safety 
consciousness at SUP. He also said it is "probably going to take a lot longer than a 
year'' to prove that the SRP reactors can withstand the neat sertous plausible 
accident they are expected to face. Troy Made testified before the subcanntttee: "if 
we are unable to restart this calendar year, it (the tritium shortage] will become a 
crisis. " 

reran 3. 1W»j <» OCX reoore on tne January water banner incident found that 
ooerations remain clearly deficient ana did not reflect that lessons {-erej 
learneo ' from earlier croolems. The report also stated that "damage, which could 
cost as mucn as $2 million to reoetr, is unlikely to ninoer efforts to resume 
oroouction of tritium oy the end of the year, because tune for unexpected setbacks 
was ouilt into the schedule." 

heron IS. 1989: 00E reseonded to the CIS lawsuit (see Oecember 13. 19W>. OQE said 
thev would initiate an CIS process on operation of the reactors, but that restart 

was a aeoerate issue and therefore not contingent on completion of the CIS. 

Heron 21, 19*9; New Secretary of Energy Jenes Mathins told a House suboomaittee that 
he would present President Bush with a muter olan for restart sometime in April, 
with no more "foolishness.'" 



heron 24, 1989: Sam Nunn (Chair, Senate Armeo Services Ccmnittee): "We probably can 

mute it another 18 months or two years [with the current supply of tritium), «ut 
even then, there are step* we can take if necessary. . . to make sure *e have enougn 
■y-ifum. even if we naven t iter ted the reactors Dec*. 

Merch 28. 1989: West ingnouse , oreoaring to take ever the SRP operating contract f—an 
SiPont, ana OuPont saia SRP reactors can oe safely rgstartea without ultrasonic, 
tesurg of the reactor vessels. 

her en 1989: President Bush missed the Mar en deaolire to name members to the new 
0NFS8. 

April 1, 1989: west ingnouse took over the SRP operating contract from OuPont. 

April 13, 1989: Troy wade told a closeo floor meeting of S House Armed Services oanei 
formed ts oversee nuclear production facilities (cr.aired by SC Representative jonn 
Spratt) that DOC enoects to restart one SRP reactor in Oecember, and that if one of 
•.re '■actors n« t startea Dv Decemoer . -« would ouicnlv aeveloo a "crettv severe ' 
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Writ 2T. 1989: Secretary Watkins. in • letter to congressional Waders, moved back 
the timetaola for restart fran IM1 to the first quarter of 1950. 

April 1989: OOE held public ■coping hearings for the reactor safety EiS. 

Hay 2, 1969: OOC announced tnat the too heat exchangers «t K -reactor damaged during 
the January water hamner incidenC would be r en laced with exchangers "not new, but 
rnjch mora recent than the '50s." 

Hay IT, 1989: Secretary Watkins told a Senate Armed Services Ccnmittee that he 
cannot get qualified people to oversee restart because of low oay and ethics tax 
restrictions. 

June 26, 1989: westinghouse suomitted a report to OOC outlining a elan for restart 
which targeted a restart date for K-reactor of September t, 1990, and project ad a 
cost of at least St. 66 billion for all three reactors. James more, westingnouse/ 
SRP President, stated in an accomany \nq letter that "delay and extra cost for 
repair* were a result of initial difficulties engineers had in underatandtng the 
magnitude of the cnanges " needed to maxe the reactors safe. He Stated that 
■estingrouse oerscmel had tt-oita olant ooeretions. condition of equipment ana 
extent of reoairs neeoea, ana tnat tne current clan and scneoule reflect a oetter 
understanding of the reality as it currently mtu. 

June 27, 1989: Secretary watkins outlined a 10-point plan for assuring safety and 
environmental protection at OOC facilitiaa. in discussing this Plan, watkins Stateo 
that the managers and supervisors at DOE don't have the technical skills to 
supervise the operation of the plants, and that his efforts are slowed because of an 
insufficient nuroer of technically qualified people at OOC. wataina said he is 
forced to make his own assessment because of serious management flaws at OOC. and 
that he often lacks the data base he needs. He reported involving himself in every 
major decision because of unreliably optimistic information. 

July IT, 1989: Secretary natkins responded to sestinghouse in a letter criticizing 
the restart plan and demanding a faster scneoule. 

July 18, 1989: 00E official*, testifying before the Soratt panel, strongly opposed 
efforts tz strengthen tne role of the ONFSB. ifter tne hearing, officials t- Id 
reporters tnat witnin a couole of •*•**, rot far oeyona the first of August the 
restart =sce for SAP's reactors oil be set. 

July 28, 1989: OOC ana westingnouse announced they would present a restart plan by 
Seotamcer ' 

August 2, 1989: Secretary watkins stated in an interview with the a»»j«^s Q w-onicie : 
"The cultural proolen is so major tnat i could never face a congressional oenmittee 
or a NBC -type of body and say with any confidence that I could operate safely-.'' «e 
also said. "We a 1 1 know that old, tired reactors, esoecially ones that are sick, l^e 
tms.-.couid run afoul of unforeseen tecmicaJ issues tnat we don't even laentify 
ooD. ' *atkins cenciudea tnat. viougn tne U.S. "r^rrently faces a critical tr:-'jn 
shortage, ' Teasures to extend tre stocx.Dile snould no Id until next year. 
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August 17, IMS: westinghcuse announced that half of the construct*. on welders at SPP 
-ere imprrowly certified because of in "ianinittrui«i' blunder . T-o-huncre::- 
»K« r firt of 550 welders .ill have to te recertified. * westtngnouse audit snowec 
that records end docu-rentation for critical welds were not always coipiete. 

August 25, 1989: Secretary watkins tcld reporters that. "The fragility of the 
antique reactors at SRP is. going to c* hanging over cur heads like, the S-ora of 
Damocles until the year 2005.'' 

Au9J$t 31, 1989: A DOE official told a reporter, "Every time we've jiggered things 
around, we've found a gram [of tritium] here end a gram'there, ana oretty soon a 
kilogram.'* 

September 6-T, IMS; nembert of the ACNFS met at SAP for briefing on restart 
progress. Members of the Conmittee criticized ffestmgnouse's olan ta Out off 
ultrasonic testing of the * -reactor vessel unti : its first outa.ce after restart. 
ffeatingnouse officials tec* the oontw that if no cracMS were founo in the P or l- 
r sector vessels (whicn would tie tested Before K -reactor is raster tea) it wouio =e an 
indicator for K-reactor as well. 

Seotemoer 7, 1989: Secretary muini announced tr.at CCC would accent the 
wastingnouse plan nee -*jne 26. 19B9I for restart, -men calls for ft-reactor ta 
begin low power testing in the thiro ouarter of 1990. with production oeginning 
during the fourtn ouarter if all goes w*ll. secretary watkins stated tr.at because 
the restart scneouie contains 'uncertainties. ' a mare precise date would not se set 
until tne soring of 1990. 006 refused to a*v -newer it would corslet* ultrasonic 
testing of the K-reector vessel before rastart. or complete the reactor safety £'S 
before restart. 

September 1983: According to X Representative Butler Derrick, CC€ olans to reouest 
an additional S2S0 million m FY 1990 for restart, cringing tne total amount 
budgeted for restart activities to almost SI billion. 

September 16. 1989: OCC ampuncca tnat a "potential indication in sices s of nine 

inonea was noted m tne area of a welded seam' in P-re*ctor vessel ouring ultrasonic 
testing. Trerefore Secretary watkins "h«s directed tnat a)) three in t tun orooucirg 
-eactcrs. ..-ill recei.e ultrasonic test 'rig or :or tc tr.eir restart. >ie OCC ;f f -;-» 
estimateo tr.at this orange mignt eel ay restart of K-r««ctor oy a mpnin or ntre. 

Seotemoer 29. 1989: DC£ reoorted that the encmaiy' -,-i p-reactcr .«s an "entsvrg 
*e>d *ecair oerformea at the time of tan* fabrication," -hi en ,ii: -x;t n.« S3<e-s* 
safety -rxi toattons. 

October IT, 1989: DOE emounceo that ultrasonic testing of P -reactor was cempieteo 
and tnat no cracks were found. Teating of n-reactor is to begin in mid* January, 
fol lowea by (.-reector in mid-nay. 

Octooer 19. 1389: Acooroing to t.-.e Aygusta , Chronic 'c . (-nich ootaireo a cec lass if -ez 
axay or tne rom — volume "eatingncus* restart Sian), ;asic operating ocsts '-.r :re 
-oactori will almost oouoie by tr* t-ne they are restarteo. 
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October 25. 19tJi John ttMrnt. in a letter to Secretary netkin*: "Procedural wror* 
and resorting problem continue [at SfiP) and indicate that an nvhun on safety of 
operation* is not yat pervasive." Ahaarna was critical at omissions in the train 109 
program of both 006 and Westinghous* personnel. Tha lattar aaid that tha 
West inghouse restart schedule may mean "that Httla more than the minimum upgrades 
«ill be dona prior to rastart. Tha «it>itiou* program to it art all thraa reactors 
ovar a period of 6 month* will. . .require a large number of well-trained, competent 
people who may not be available." 

October 25, 1389: Appointees to tha ONFSB were sworn in. 

November 30. 1989: West inghouse made a formal recomnendA ton to restart tha raactors 
at 50* of full power, hoping to incraue to 100k eventually. Secretary watkins is 
expected to make a final decision about tha data of rastart and initial power levels 
neat spring. 
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13. IMS: O0E gave Westinsnouse 52. » of a possible ST. 5 million 
performance award fee for westinghouse's first m months managing $Rp. Among tha 
problems cited were: tha intentional disabling of a radiation monitoring alarm, two 
incidents of personnel found asleeo on tne job, and basin overflows in two reactor 
areas. Paul Kasoar: Progress meoe to data on improving conduct of ooerstions is 
inadequate." 

Oecambar IS, 1989: In a letter sent to members of tha Mouse and Senate Armed 
Services Ccnmittee*. Secretary watkin* announced that "because the decision-me*tng 
process will foe enhanced by tha information and opportunity for public oonmant 
presented by the EiS. tha deoertmant will ooaplete the CIS before it makes any 
decision to resume" production at SRP. 



M. 1989: GA0 reoort on SHP's earthquake protection program: the reactors 

will not meat nRC standards before rastart. sane safety-related system still have 
not been tested to determine if they meat currant seismic standards, ana in tha 
event of the worst earthquake reasonably expected to occur st the site tha reactors 
"could threaten employee* and tha ouotic with releases of radiation." 

January 23. 1990: ERF and NROC charged that tha ONFSB was violating two federal laws 

£v noldmg elcsad meet inqs , fai ling to release its records to tne oublic. and 
i-egiectirg to aooot regulations governing puolic participation. The grouos arnouncea 
cneir intention to sue tne Soaro if sfforts to carol* «itr. tr.e $ur.jnin« «ct jnc 
tne rreeaon or information Act were not taxon ov rccruary 14. 

January 24, 1990: ultrasonic tasting of tha K-r«actor began. 

January 29, 1990: DOE'a "Tiger Team' began its investigation of SRP. The Tiger T*«n 
was established by Secretary watkin* to review operations in OOE's weapons cample*. 
The Tiger Team will examine SRP's environment, safety and health management 
programs, and reactor support facilities, but wt 1 1 not review SRP's reactors. 

February 7. 1990: DOE reported a release of approximately 20 gallons of htiw ~ater 
at k Reactor during maintenance activity.'' 
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February 23, 1990: watkins. m e letter to the House Appropriations Oomnittee. 
requested en additional $233 million to keep tha restart program an schedule. 

A OMFSB report concluded that "OOE standards for training of reactor plant operators 
and supervisors at Savannah River have not been adequately determined and 
specified." The report made 6 recommendation*, including: that OOE "determine and 
•pacify the Qualifications that reactor plant operators and supervisors will be 
required to demonstrate" prior to restart; end that OOE speed up it* program to 
"assure that as-built drawings of safety-related systems are available..." 

rae-oh 4, 1990: Gongrossnan John Spratt: "if there is any additional slippage [in the 
restart schedule], there apparently will be a need to cannibalize certain i lespgn i in 

the arsenal in order to obtain tritium for new weapons coming on-line The wjepon a 

being depleted would be more than replaced with the capability of new weapons." 

raven fi. 1990: A GAO study found that, tetween 1982 end 198 T. of 71 reactor-*-* latea 
events categorized by OuPont as "having significant c on s equence or hazard potential" 
only 28 were reported to OOE. 

March 8. 1990: ERF and WWC fi'ed suit against t!-e CWM for failing zz sand* -'tr-- 
Ijms to ensure open government ana puolic accounted I ity (see January 23, 1990). 

raw-oh 13, 1990: a briefing paoar intended for Secretary watkins. which was 
inadvertently made public, described several oroalana at OOE facilities, including: 
discovery of 3 bare, live wires '« P-fleactor that posed en "MB»nent danger": and 
missing seismic support u-bolt» .-an a safety system in LHteector. 

Westinghous* officials told vatkins that the restart program remains on schedule: 
■etkins said he would announce an official restart schedule u» April. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HARRIET KEYSERLING 



C-02-01 



i 



C-02-02 



C-02-03 



I am Harriet Keyserling, and I represent a portion of Beaufort 
County in the South Carolina Legislature. I have come before SRS 
panels at other hearings to comment on the restarting of the K, L, 
or P Reactors. 

At those times, I have urged that you not start up these 
reactors until an EIS is completed, that the Department use as rigid 
standards for defense reactors as are demanded of commercial nuclear 
reactors, that the K reactor not be started up until the cooling 
towers are operating and that there be independent oversight of the 
Savannah River Site operation. 

Today I am here because my constituents and I are alarmed by 
recent reports citing the radioactivity from tritium in the Savannah 
River, our major source of drinking water. Personally, I do not 
have the scientific background needed to understand all the 
implications of your EIS; however, I have read, and understand, some 
of the scientific analysis by others, and it gives me great concern. 

I read that releases of tritium at SRS on an annual basis are 
more than 100 times the releases at Hanford, Washington. This is 
understandable because Hanford does not produce tritium. But what 
is not understandable is that at Hanford, there is an assessment 
underway of historical radiation doses, but there is no such study 
for SRS where the needs seen greater. There is a maximum 
concentration of tritium at the Beaufort-Jasper water treatment 
plant. He need to know what this means in terms of the health and 
safety of the people of Beaufort. 

According to Dr. Karl Z. Morgan (former Director of the Health 
Physics Division at Oak Ridge National Laboratory) tritium's 
biological harm is five times greater than the Energy Department's 
guidelines indicate. Your EIS does not report the degree to which 
tritium released from SRS permeates the surrounding environment. 
For instance, what is the implication for us that tritium is also 
found in our rainwater. Of 495 sites studied around the country, of 
the top ten samples with the most picocuries per liter, five came 
from Barnwell, including the one with the highest count. Another 
study reports that the EIS does not adequately comment on the 
release and transport of other specific radionuclides such as 



Please see the response to comment C-01-04 on 
operation of the SRS reactors. Although DOE is not 
required by statute to use NRC standards for 
commercial reactors, it does follow standards that 
are comparable to those of the NRC, and are more 
appropriate for its reactor types and uses. Until 
December 31, 1992, DOE would operate K-Reactor under 
an SCDHEC Consent Decree (84-4-W) that allows 
thermal discharges. Independent oversight of SRS is 
provided by the Advisory Committee on Nuclear 
Facility Safety (ACNFS) and the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB); the latter 
organization has statutory authority granted by PL 
100-456. 



DOE reports the concentrations of tritium in the 
drinking water at the Beaufort-Jasper water 
treatment plant in its annual environmental 
monitoring reports, which serve as support documents 
to the Draft EIS (WSRC, 1989). The concentrations 
are substantially below EPA drinking-water standards 
of 20,000 pCi/L. The concentrations of tritium 
result in a collective population dose to downstream 
users of Savannah River water of 3 person-rem per 
year or 0.13 millirem per year to an individual 
(1988 doses). EPA standards permit an individual 
dose of as much as 4 millirem per year in drinking 
water (40 CFR 141.16). 



Radiological surveys of milk, food, drinking water, 
rainwater, soil, vegetation, and sediment comprise a 
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tritium, Cobalt 60, strontium 90, cesium 137, plutonium, carbon 14, 
and iodine, some of which invade milk, food and drinking water. 

The EIS fails to note that risks posed by future operations 
can't be separated from the accumulating risk to people who have 
been exposed to SRP releases for over three decades. 
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What are those risks to the people who have lived in Beaufort during 
that period? What we do know is there is now ten times as much 
tritium around Beaufort, which is downstream from SRS, than in 
Augusta, Ga., which is upstream. How long has it been this way? 
How much are we accumulating in our bodies? How can we stop it? 



C-02-05 



In the May 10 edition of the Hilton Head Island Packet, an 
article on the Department of Energy EIS reports, "The DOE study said 
restarting the plant's nuclear reactors will lead to 'excess cancer 
fatality' within a 50-mile radius of SRS and downriver near the 
coast. But no statistics or explanation was provided." This is 
unacceptable to the people of Beaufort. We want statistics and we 
want explanations. 



significant fraction of the SRS Environmental 
Monitoring program. Rainwater, soil, and vegetation 
sample collection and analysis are crucial in 
quantifying the deposition of radioactive materials 
from routine and nonroutine atmospheric releases 
from SRS, as well as the deposition of worldwide 
fallout from atomic weapons testing and unusual 
occurrences such as the Chernobyl incident. The 
operational details and results of these programs 
are given in the annual environmental monitoring 
reports cited above, which confirm the very small 
doses received by the public from all pathways of 
exposure. 

DOE presents estimated normal operating and 
accidental exposures to neighbors and downstream 
water users accumulated during the period from 1954 
to 1989 in Section 3.7.1.2 of the EIS. As indicated 
in that section, the total effective dose equivalent 
to a water user over that total period (assuming the 
Beaufort-Jasper Water Treatment System had been in 
place from the beginning) would have been about 20 
mrem; the total dose equivalent from natural 
background over that period was about 10,600 mrem. 
Section 4.1.6 addresses the potential additional 
risk to human health resulting from the continued 
operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors. Independent 
agencies have been (and are) evaluating the health 
effects of past operations, as described in Appendix 
B.1.5; no significant health impacts on the general 
public have been identified. 

Table 2-3 of the EIS summarizes the excess cancer 
fatalities resulting from operating K-, L-, and 
P-Reactors and from the alternatives. The EIS 
contains more detailed information on this subject 
in Section 4.1.2 (for normal operation), 4.1.3 (for 
reactor accidents), and 4.1.6 (for cumulative 
impacts of all SRS and neighboring facility 
releases). The calculated risk from drinking water 
taken from the Savannah River without tritium 
removal, is an additional 0.0038 fatal cancer per 
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year (or 1 additional cancer fatality every 260 
years) in the water-using population of 317,000 to 
be served in the future in Port Wentworth and 
Beaufort-Jasper (Section 3.4 of the EIS). An 
average U.S. population of this size would be 
expected to have about 600 cancer deaths each year 
from all causes. 



Your EIS needs to deal with the level by which the Savannah River is 
being polluted by tritium, and a study of alternatives to this 
pollution — by studying, for instance, the cost and feasibility of 
a special treatment plant at the source, or a treatment plant at the 
Beaufort-Jasper Water Authority which distributes the Savannah River 
water. 



Although the intent of these hearings is that they should be a 
tool for making decisions t many of us wonder if the process of 
weapons plant hearings is not a charade, if the decisions have 
already been made. It is upsetting to hear Secretary Watkins say 
there are dangers but we have no choice but to get on with producing 
tritium. 

As our foreign policy changes, shouldn't our tritium needs also 
be evaluated? Are they absolute? It seems that nothing we say can 
compete with the national security needs. Despite this, we will 
keep pushing for an EIS which will include all the facts which are 
relevant and crucial in the Beaufort area. 



Section 4.5.3 of the EIS describes the processes 
considered for detritiation of the heavy-water 
coolant/moderator, which is the source of the 
reactor-origin tritium discharges, their estimated 
costs, and the dose-reduction benefits. As that 
section indicates, the cost per unit collective dose 
(and health risk) averted greatly exceeds the 
guidelines used by NRC to judge the need for 
reductions in effluents from commercial powerplants 
(NUREG 1.110).' 

Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 



Please see the response to Comment C— 01-01 on the 
need for tritium. 
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ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OF HARRIET KEYSERLING 

DISTRICT NO. 124-BEAUFORT COUNTY 

BOX 1108 

BEAUFORT, S.C. 29901 



iln C-02-09 
ro 



Mr. Steve Wright 

Director, Environmental Division 

U. S. Department of Energy 

P Box A 

Aiken, SC 29802 

Dear Mr. Wright, 

When I spoke at the Columbia hearing on the Savannah River EIS, I 
tailored my remarks to fit the five minutes allowed 1 . I would like 
to enter into the record my original draft which covers some other 
thoughts I have. I would appreciate your replacing my spoken 
remarks with the enclosed, if that is possible, or just adding this 
statement to the other. 

I hope it is not too late to do this. 

Sincerely, 



DOE has discovered no substantive differences 
between this statement and the remarks given in 
testimony by the Honorable Ms. Keyserling. 



Harriet Keyserling 
[Original draft of Harriet Keyserling.] 
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Comments on EIS for Savannah River Site 
Before Editing for June 6th Hearing 

I am Harriet Keyserling, and I represent a portion of Beaufort 
County in the South Carolina Legislature. In the past, I have come 
before SRP panels to comment on the restarting of the K, L. or P 
reactors. At those times, I have urged that you not start up these 
reactors until an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is completed, 
that the Department use standards for defense reactors that are as 
strinjent as those demanded of commercial nuclear reactors, that the 
K reactor not be started up until the cooling towers are operating 
and that there be independent oversight of the Savannah River Site 
(SRS) operations. 

Today I am here because my constituents and I are alarmed by 
recent reports citing the radioactivity from tritium in the Savannah 
^ River, Beaufort's major source of drinking water. Personally, I do 

<-" not have the scientific background needed to understand all the 

*£> implications of your EIS; however, I have read, and understand, some 

of the scientific testimony of others, and it gives me great concern. 

I read that releases of tritium at SRS on an annual basis are 
more than 100 times the releases at Hanford, Washington. This is 
understandable because Hanford does not produce tritium. But what 
is not understandable is that at Hanford, there is an assessment 
underway of historical radiation doses, but there is no such study 
for SRS where the need seems greater. There is a maximum 
concentration of tritium at the Beaufort-Jasper water treatment 
plant. We need to know what this means in terms of the health and 
safety of the people of Beaufort. 

According to Dr. Karl Z. Morgan (former Director of the Health 
Physics Division at Oak Ridge National Laboratory) tritium's 
biological harm is five times greater than the Energy Department's 
guidelines indicate. Your EIS does not report the degree to which 
tritium released from SRS permeates the surrounding environment. 
For instance, what is the implication for South Carolina that 
tritium is also found in our rainwater? Of 495 sites studied around 
the country, of the top ten samples with the most picocuries per 
liter, five came from Barnwell, one of which had the highest count. 
Another study reports that the EIS does not adequately comment on 
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the release and transport of other specific radionuclides such as 
tritium, Cobalt 60, strontium 90 in our milk, cesium 137 in our 
fish, plutonium, carbon 14, and iodine, some of which lodge in our 
milk, food and drinking water. 

The EIS fails to note that risks posed by future operations 
cannot be separated from the accumulating risk to people who have 
been exposed to SRS releases for over three decades. What are those 
risks to the people who have lived in Beaufort during that period? 
What we do know is there is now ten times as much tritium around 
Beaufort, which is downstream from SRP, than in Augusta, Ga., which 
is upstream. 

In the May 10 edition of the Hilton Head Island Packet, an 
article on the Department of Energy EIS reports, "The DOE study said 
restarting the plant's nuclear reactors will lead to 'excess cancer 
fatality 1 within a 50-mile radius of SRS and downriver near the 
9 coast . But no statistics or explanation was provided." This is 

w. unacceptable to the people of Beaufort. We want statistics and we 

£ want explanations. Your EIS needs to consider the level by which 

the Savannah River is being polluted by tritium, and a study of 
alternatives to this pollution — for instance, the cost and 
feasibility of a special treatment plant at the source, or a 
treatment plant at the Beaufort-Jasper Water Authority which 
distributes the Savannah River water. 

Although the intent of these hearings is that they should be a 
tool for making decisions, many of us wonder if this process is not 
a charade, if the decisions have not already been made. It is 
upsetting to hear Secretary Watkins say there are dangers but we 
have no choice but to get on with producing tritium. 

I could recite a long litany of risks associated with SRP — 
starting in 1978 when the Armed Services Committee reported 
"Galloping Obsolescence" at SRP, and in 1981 when DOE admitted that 
degradation was "serious" and that radiation exposures to personnel 
were reaching unacceptable limits, and in August 1989 when 
Westinghouse announced that half of the construction welders were 
improperly certified and in August 1989 when Secretary of Energy 
Watkins said, "The fragility of the antique reactors at SRP is going 
to be hanging over our heads like the sword of Damacles until the 
year 2005. 
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Yet even with this history, somehow we are made to feel 
unAmerican when we speak out for a safe and healthy environment, 
when we ask questions about SRP. 

As our foreign policy changes, shouldn't our tritium needs also 
be evaluated? Are defense needs absolute, while environmental 
safety is relative? When we poison our environment, the enemy is us 
— and the growing threat to America's well-being could be of our 
own creation and within our own bodies. 



i 
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C-03 STATEMENT OF JAKES E. BEARD 

My nane is James E. Beard. I an the director of the Nuclear 
Weapons Project at Environmental Policy Institute/Friends of the 
Earth. The Nuclear Weapons Project has been in existence for more 
than a decade, and is primarily concerned with ending the production 
of nuclear weapons Materials, and with closing and cleaning up the 
Department of Energy's nuclear weapons production facilities. 

As an active participant in several Department of Energy 
Environmental Impact Statement processes, I find the Draft EIS under 
discussion today to be particularly distressing. This Orwell i an 
exercise clearly demonstrates that the culture in the Department of 
Energy has indeed changed, not for the better but for the worse. 

My comments deal with several areas in which the Draft EIS is 
<p fundamentally flawed. Needless to say, these flaws dictate that the 

u< EIS must be extensively rewritten if the Final EIS is to meet the 

£ requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and serve as a 

useful planning document. 

L Fundamental Flaws 

As mentioned above, there are a number of very serious flaws in 
the Draft EIS under discussion. The Draft EIS is not grounded in 
reality, in that DOE does not honestly address the events leading up 
to the current shutdown of the reactors. The EIS is not based on a 
fair, truthful, even-handed examination of the need for tritium and 
plutonium. DOE has apparently deliberately distorted the 
examination of options in the Draft EIS. Last, and perhaps most 
important, the Draft EIS is completely divorced from the actual work 
being done to restart the reactors. 

1) The Draft EIS does not honestly address the events leading up to 
the current shutdown of the reactors. 

The foreword to the Draft EIS states: 

"DOE started P-lleactor [in August 1988] following resolution of 
the seismic concerns. After this startup, the operating 
contractor and DOE jointly decided that further improvements in 
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operation and management were necessary, 
are being Bade and verified. 



These improvements 



DOE/EIS 0147D, p. v. 

This is so audi hogwash. DOE did not "start" the P-Reactor in 
August 1988. Host assuredly, there was an attempt to start the 
reactor. This attempt, however, led not to a successful restart but 
to a situation where the reactor operators and their supervisors 
violated essentially every standing order, rule and guideline for 
operating the reactor. This put the reactor into an extremely 
unsafe condition, and could have led to a serious accident. 

When the reactor operators and their supervisors finally got 
around to reporting this incident to DOE and contractor management, 
the hue and cry raised within and without DOE did lead to calls for 
drastic improvement in the management and operation of the reactors, 
but it is not as if DOE and contractor staff at SRP came to this 
decision on their own. 

The DOE's attempt at revisionist history in the Draft EZS 
clearly demonstrates the extent to which DOE's hidebound culture 
remains unchanged, and also raises very important questions about 
the commitment in DOE to the safety improvements at the SRP reactors. 

2) The Draft EIS is not based on a fair, up-to-date examination of 
the need for tritium. 

The Draft EIS states clearly that the SRP reactors must be 
restarted very quickly because of the urgent need for the materials 
produced in these facilities, namely tritium. The EIS goes on to 
state that the assessments of the need for these materials are 
classified, and are primarily based on the current Nuclear Weapons 
Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM), approved by President Reagan on January 
19, 1989. 

January 19, 1989. Think about that for a minute. Think about 
what has happened, how the world has changed, in the past year and a 
half. The Berlin Hall has come down. East and West Germany are 
merging their economies. Representative democracies are springing 
up in Czechoslovakia, Romania, Poland, all of Eastern Europe. The 
Warsaw Pact has effectively disappeared as an effective fighting 



The statement on the P-Reactor startup in August 
1988 in the Foreword has been revised to respond to 
the comment on "attempted startup." 



Please see the response to Comment C-01— 01 on the 
need for tritium. The need for nuclear weapons is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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force. Free elections have been held in the Soviet Union. Closer 
to home, the Follow-on-to-Lance and the 155mm nuclear artillery 
shell have been cancelled. A Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) 
Treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union has been 
negotiated and signed. 

These events, all of these changes, have a significant effect 
on the United States' requirements for nuclear weapons materials, 
including tritium. The START Treaty itself, eliminating roughly 30% 
of the existing U.S. strategic arsenal, may completely eliminate the 
need to produce any tritium at all for several years. It is 
patently obvious that all considerations of the need for tritium are 
obsolete, and that the issue must be revisited. It is also clear 
that the 'need 1 for tritium no longer provides a credible rationale 
for proceeding with SRP reactor restart on an urgent basis. 

Additionally, the need for tritium must be looked at in an 
open, unclassified forum. The days of classified appendices to 
Environmental Impact Statements must come to an end. If DOE is 
truly serious about changing their culture and coming to grips with 
their problems, they can no longer hide behind the veil of secrecy. 

3) The Draft EIS incorporates deliberate distortions of the 
alternatives considered. The EIS must include a fair, un-biased 
examination of cold-standby options. 

Section 2.1 (p. 2-3) of the Draft EIS defines restart of the 
SRP reactors as both the 'Proposed Action' alternative and the "No 
Action" alternative. This is non-sensical , and trivializes the 
entire EIS effort. Here DOE has clearly demonstrated their lack of 
interest in any serious consideration of alternatives. Given the 
age of these reactors, referred to by Secretary of Energy Watkins as 
dangerous "antiques," it is clear that DOE had disregarded its 
safety responsibilities. 

While defining both the "Proposed Action" alternative and the 
"No Action" alternative as what they want to do, DOE also 
deliberately distorts the cold-standby options so as to make them 
technically unacceptable and economically disastrous for the 
affected communities. This again trivializes the EIS process, and 
amounts to nothing more than goon-squad scare tactics. 



The CEQ has stated that there are two distinct 
interpretations of "no action." One involves 
situations in which there is an ongoing program 
initiated under existing legislation and 
regulations. In these cases, "no action" is "no 
change" from current management direction. 
"Therefore, the 'no action' alternative may be 
thought of in terms of continuing with the present 
course of action until that action is changed" 
("Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
National Environmental Policy Act Regulations. 
46 FR 18027"). Because extended outages for 
modifications are part of reactor operation (and 
recognized as such by the NRC for its licensees), 
the resumption of production following such an 
outage is also part of the continuing operation of 
the reactors. 
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The Draft EIS must be revised to include a thorough, unbiased 
examination of cold-standby options, especially in light of the 
recently signed START Treaty, which will greatly reduce the United 
States' need for tritium. 

A reasonable cold-standby option would include finishing the 
EIS process, proceeding with all of the safety modifications at all 
three reactors (a process which could take several years), and 
proceeding with the recruiting, hiring, and training necessary to 
have a full operations and maintenance staff available at all three 
reactors at all times. While DOE may not recognize that the work 
force at all three reactors is important to maintain, we do. 

After completion of all safety improvements, each reactor would 
be maintained in a cold-standby status, ready to be refueled and 
restarted on short notice. 

The cold-standby option would have some very important benefits: 

a) A readily available source of tritium, should the need 
arise. 

b) No operational wear and tear on the admittedly old SRP 
reactors . 

c) Safer reactors. It cannot be denied that the reactors will 
be safer after the completion of all the necessary safety 
modifications and improvements. The cold-standby option will ensure 
that all of these critically important changes are made prior to 
restart, not after. 

d) More money for cleanup. Any. reactor funds not required for 
actual operation of the reactors and their auxiliary facilities 
could perhaps be transferred to environmental restoration activities. 

The DOE's apparent refusal to seriously consider cold-standby 
options is a disservice to the public, and is an abrogation of DOE's 
responsibility under NEPA to examine all reasonable options. 

4) The Draft EIS is completely divorced from the actual reactor 
restart decision-making process. 



The condition described is "cold shutdown," as 
defined in this EIS. Section 2.1 has been revised 
to clarify that such options are included in the 
proposed action as needed to best meet the 
requirements as established by the then-current NWSH. 



Congress establishes funds separately for waste 
management and environmental restoration and for 
defense materials production. 



DOE is required to examine all reasonable 
alternatives in the EIS. OOE has examined these 
alternatives to the proposed action and has 
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It is made abundantly clear in the Draft EIS that DOE is not 
interested in using the EIS process to examine alternatives, but 
rather only in using the EIS, however inadequate, to justify 
decisions that they have already made. This charade, this sham 
process, ultimately leads to reactors that are less safe, being 
operated to produce tritium we don't need. 

If the DOE and Secretary Wat kins are serious about wanting to 
change how they do things, if they are serious about being honest, 
if they are serious about being safe, this EIS is the place to start. 



demonstrated their inability to meet DOE mission 
goals for tritium production. Further, DOE must 
consider all public and agency comments, as required 
by NEPA, in the preparation of the Final EIS and the 
Record of Decision. 
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STATEMENT OF GORDON R. THOMPSON 
Testimony on behalf of 

Institute for Resource and Security Studies 

27 Ellsworth Avenue, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139, USA 

Phone:<617) 491-5177 Fax:(617) 491-6904 

and 

Energy Research Foundation, Columbia, South Carolina 
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Ahnnt the Testimony 

This testimony provides interim comments on a draft environmental 
impact statement (EIS) prepared by the US Department of Energy 
(DOE). The comments are in outline form, and more substantial 
written comments will subsequently be submitted to DOE. 

About the Author 

Dr. Gordon Thompson is a technical and policy analyst active in the 
areas of energy, the environment, international security, and 
sustainable society. He is currently the Executive Director of the 
Institute for Resource and Security Studies, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts. 

About the Institute for Resource and Security Studies (IRS5) 

The IRSS is an independent, non-profit Massachusetts corporation. 
It was founded in 1984 to conduct research and public education on 
the efficient use of resources, protection of the environment, and 
the furtherance of international peace and security. The institute 
currently has active programs on: the risks associated with nuclear 
power facilities; nuclear and conventional arms control; the 
restraint of nuclear weapons proliferation; and sustainable 
development. 

Summary of Key Points 

The draft EIS breaks a long-standing tradition of DOE and its 
predecessors, in that it admits the potential for a severe 
accident at a Savannah River reactor, possibly leading to many 
deaths and injuries (both onsite and offsite). 



The comment is incorrect. The Final EIS on 
L-Reactor Operation (DOE/EIS-0108) identified the 
potential for severe accidents and risks to the 
public. 
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Nevertheless, the draft ElS's findings as to the risk of such 
an accident are not reliable because: (i) they are based on 
unpublished and incomplete studies; (ii) there are inherent 
difficulties in probabilistic risk assessment; and (iii) they 
rely on assumptions which may lead to an under estimation of 
accident risk. 

DOE proposes to restart the reactors with known safety 
deficiencies, the draft EIS does not provide defensible 
arguments for this policy, either case-by-case or generally. 



DOE has responded to these assertions in the 
responses to Comments C-04-12 through C-04-14. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on 
reactor safety. 



C-04-04 
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The need for tritium and other materials is addressed only in a 
classified appendix, which appears not to adequately account 
for actual and potential reductions in the US nuclear arsenal; 
this unnecessary secrecy further prevents the public from 
judging if the risk of a reactor accident should be tolerated 
on "national security" grounds. 

There is no recognition of the possibility of a negotiated ban 
on production of plutonium for nuclear weapons. 

There is no analysis of the potential for systematically 
reducing accident risk by operating the reactors at low power 
and low fuel burnup. 



The option of placing the reactors on cold standby is 
inadequately addressed in the draft EIS, although that option 
may be able to simultaneously: (i) eliminate the risk of a 
reactor accident: (ii) meet "national security" objectives; 
and {iii) allow an orderly transition in the number of site 
employees. 



Table of Contents 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on 
Appendix A. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on 
Appendix A. The need for nuclear weapons is beyond 
the scope of this EIS. 

One objective of an EIS is to bound the potential 
impacts of the proposed action; risks from operation 
at lower power levels would be smaller than those 
presented in the EIS. DOE has modified Section 
4.1.3.1 on reactor accidents to state that these 
risks would be smaller than, and are bounded by, the 
risks of full-power operation. 

The condition described is "cold shutdown," as 
defined in the EIS. 00E has revised Section 2.1 to 
clarify that options such as cold standby are 
considered in the proposed action to best meet the 
need established in the NWSH. 



1 . Scope of These Comments 

2. A Historical Perspective 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



C-04-08 



n 
i 



Comment 



3. DOE's Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) 

4. Accident Risk According to the Draft EIS 

5. Know Safety Deficiencies and Reactor Restart 

6. The Need for Tritium and Other Materials 

7. Options for Reducing Accident Risk 

8. The Cold Standby Option 

9. References 

1. Srope of These Comments 

These comments focus primarily upon the potential for adverse 
human health effects or environmental degradation arising from 
accidental releases of radioactivity from the SRS reactors. 

That potential is affected by the mode of operation of the 
reactors, which is in turn affected by the need for tritium or 
other materials. 

Thus, the public cannot give informed consent to the risk of 
reactor operation unless it is fully and accurately informed 
about: (i) the nature of the risk; (ii) alternative modes of 
reactor operation and their implications for risk; and 
(iii) the "national security" justification for materials 
production. 

These comments address the extent to which the draft EIS 
provides such full and accurate information, in some instances 
the nature of the missing information is illustrated here by 
selected data or findings from other studies. 

2. A Historical Perspective 

The SRS reactors were built to resist the blast effects of 
nuclear attack, but originally had no confinement system 
whatever (Thompson, 1987). 



Response 



These comments are addressed by subsequent responses 
to this statement. 
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In the early years, energency procedures covered air raids and 
external radioactive contamination as well as reactor accidents 
(St. John et al , 1958). 

The potential for a reactor accident which could lead to many 
off site deaths was recognized in the early years, but this 
information was not published (St. John et al , 1958). 

Filters were added to the reactor building ventilation system 
in 1960-61, and other safety improvements have been added over 
the years (see Exhibit 1); this indicates a growing awareness 
(within DOE and its predecessors) of the accident potential of 
these reactors. 

DOE and its predecessors have for many years failed to fully 
inform the public about the reactors 1 accident potential; that 
omission is illustrated by DOE's May 1984 EIS for restart of 
L-reactor (DOE, 1984). 

The present draft EIS, although deficient in many respects, 
does publicly admit the potential for a severe reactor accident 
which leads to a substantial offsite release of radioactivity 
and, potentially, to many deaths and injuries. 

DOE's greater openness about accident potential comes at a time 
when the US nuclear arsenal is being reduced unilaterally or by 
negotiation; yet, DOE remains obsessively secretive about the 
need for tritium and other materials. 

3. DOE's Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) 

A PRA is being prepared for the SRS reactors and a draft Level 
1 study has been submitted to DOE; completion of the Level 1 
study is anticipated prior to restart, while completion of the 
Level 2 and Level 3 studies will occur after restart. 

DOE has refused to publicly release the draft Level .1 PRA, thus 
precluding open, critical review of its methods and 
assumptions. Although the PRA is incomplete and its draft is 
not publicly available, PRA-type risk estimates (Levels 1 
through 3) are presented in the draft EIS; clearly, these 
estimates cannot be regarded as reliable. 



Please see the response to Comment C-04-01 on the 
potential for accidents. 



Section 4.1.3.1-5 of the EIS presents the risks of 
severe reactor accidents. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and classification of information. 



The Level-1 PRA has been completed and will be 
released to the public when the UCNI review has been 
completed. The Level-1 PRA has already undergone a 
peer review by a group of PRA experts and will 
continue to undergo peer review for future 
revisions. Section 2.1.3.1.2 has been revised to 
discuss these groups. 
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There are inherent difficulties in conducting a nuclear reactor 
PRA; as a result, PRA findings are deficient in the following 
respects (Hirsch et al, 1989) (i) the uncertainty of the 
results tends to be grossly under-estimated; (ii) there is a 
tendency to systematically under-estimate the influence of 
those risk contributors which are accounted for; and (iii) a 
variety of risk contributors (such as sabotage) are not 
accounted for. 



Findings from the PRA for the SRS reactors will be further 
limited in their reliability because: (i) this reactor type is 
unique; and (ii) there is a very limited base of operating 
experience in comparison to that for commercial reactors. 

4. Accident Ri sk According to the Draft EIS 

Risk estimates equivalent to PRA Level 3 are presented in the 
draft EIS; Exhibit 2 illustrates those estimates. 



DOE acknowledges the uncertainties inherent in PRA 
analyses. However* the SRS PRA encompasses the best 
available estimates of uncertain) ty and is 
considered conservative (i.e., it does not 
"systemically under-estimate the influence of those 
risk contributors which are accounted for."). DOE 
has revised Section 4.1.3.1.5 to include a 
discussion on uncertainty. DOE agrees that PRAs 
generally do not quantify risk due to sabotage, nor 
does the SRS PRA. Sabotage is considered in the 
security contractor's safeguards and security 
programs. (See Section 2.1.5.) 

The SRS Reactor PRA uses commercial reactor data 
(including human factors experience) if they are 
relevant; the SRS PRA benefits from the commonality 
of most of the systems in the SRS reactors. 
Commercial nuclear plants tend not to be of 
"standardized design," even those with reactors 
built by the same vendor. Thus the 1,400 
reactor-years cited are not necessarily applicable 
to the PRAs of all commercial nuclear plants. 



C-04-15 
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Exhibit 2 shows a probability of about 10 per reactor-year 
that a reactor accident will lead to 100 or more off site cancer 
fatalities; this implies that, if 3 reactors are run for 10 
years, the probability of such an outcome will be 0.3%. 

The type of presentation used in Exhibit 2 merges probabilities 
of a wide variety of types and does not show the many 
uncertainties involved; it is, therefore, misleading. 



The draft EIS does not show an uncertainty range for its 
estimates of risk; Exhibit 4 illustrates this lack by showing 
the uncertainty range (itself questionable) in one estimate of 
core damage probability for the Peach Bottom commercial 
reactors. 



Combining probabilities of independent events of 
different types is a valid methodology; the 
individual event probabilities for all release 
categories are too voluminous to include in the EIS, 
but they are in the Safety Information Document 
(WSRC, 1990), referenced in this EIS. Also, please 
see the response to Comment C-04-13 on uncertainty. 

DOE has rewritten Section 2.1.3.1.2 of the EIS to 
include the Level -1 PRA core-damage frequencies. 
DOE also has changed Section 4.1.3.1-5 to include a 
discussion on uncertainty. 
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Accident consequence estimates presented in the draft EIS 
assume that people could be evacuated from within a 20-mile 
radius of the affected reactor, starting 2-4 hours after a 
release begins, with an average evacuation speed of 1-2.5 mph 
(see Table 4-33 of: DOE, 1990); however, there is no current 
planning for such an extensive evacuation (see the emergency 
planning discussion at pp. 3-61 to 3-65 of: DOE , 1990). 

There are about 48,000 people living within 20 miles of the 
site (see Exhibit 5) and several major communities within that 
distance or just beyond (see Exhibit 6). 

The draft EIS should, but does not, show the geographic extent 
of potential human injury or environmental degradation 
resulting from a release of radioactivity; that extent is 
illustrated by computer-derived estimates shown in Exhibits 7 
and 8 (a map of ground contamination from the Chernobyl 
accident is shown in Exhibit 9, for comparison). 



Exhibits 7 and 8 were based on a hypothetical release of 50% of 
iodine and cesium isotopes; Exhibit 10 shows that this 
assumption was reasonable. 



Draft EIS findings such as those shown in Exhibit 2 are based 
on old assumptions about the effects of low doses of radiation; 
use of contemporary assumptions (such as those provided in the 
BEIR V report) could increase estimated risk by a factor of 3 
or 4 (see page 4-84 of: DOE, 1990). 



DOE disagrees that there are no plans for an 
evacuation as used in the consequence assessment. 
Current emergency planning consists not only of 
plans at SRS, but also planning by the States. The 
assumptions used for the consequence assessment 
represent a reasonable, yet conservative, set of 
parameters. DOE has changed Section 4.1.3.1.5 to 
include a discussion of evacuation speed and 
distance assumptions. 



Section 4.1 .3.1 
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from design-bas 
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.4 of the EIS presents the extent of 
injury from radioactivity released 

is accidents in terms of median doses 
individuals at the SRS boundary, 
the approach to environmental 

idents at commercial reactors. 
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in 500 miles of the SRS. 



As presented in the Safety Information Document 
(WSRC, 1990), which is referenced in the EIS, the 
eight release categories referred to in Exhibit 10 
have a combined probability of less than 1 x 10" , 
or less than 5 percent of the total core damage 
probability. The corresponding releases have been 
included in the accident consequences reported in 
the EIS, weighted in accordance with their 
respective probabilities of occurrence. 

As noted in the Consequence Assessment subsection of 
Section 4.1.3.1.5 of the EIS, the MACCS estimates of 
latent cancer risks were adjusted up by a factor of 
2.1. 
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5. Known Safety Deficien cies and Reactor Restart 

Secretary of Energy Watkins is reported to have said (State, 
1989): "The fragility of the antique reactors at Savannah 
River is going to be hanging over our heads like the Sword of 
Damocles until the year 2005". 

Notwithstanding the safety improvements shown in Exhibit 1, it 
is widely agreed that the reactors suffer from basic design 
weaknesses, aging problems, and a history of poor maintenance 
and operating standards. 

Several reviews have identified and, to some extent, 
prioritized a wide variety of needed safety improvements; for 
example, a recent Westinghouse review recommended and 
prioritized 50 safety improvements, and provided limited 
qualitative arguments for each recommendation {Westinghouse, 
1989b). 

The draft EIS describes safety improvements to be completed 
before restart or subsequently; it does not provide coherent 
supporting arguments as to why these particular improvements 
have been selected or why some are to be deferred until after 
restart (see the vague discussion of safety philosophy at 
pp. 2-57 to 2-58 of: DOE, 1990). 



The SRS reactors, even after planned improvements, will not 
meet many relevant NRC standards for commercial reactors. 



The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has found that DOE 
standards relevant to health and safety issues are incomplete 
or otherwise inadequate (DNFSB, 1990a); many of these 
deficiencies will not be corrected prior to restart. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-Q2 on 
reactor safety. In addition, Section 2.1.3.1.2 of 
the EIS discusses aging, maintenance, and plant 
modernization, and Section 2.1.2.8.3 discusses 
operating practices. 



Sections 2.1.2.8.2 and 2.1.3.2.1 of the EIS discuss 
the Restart Issue Management Program (RIMP), which 
identifies issues that must be addressed before the 
resumption of production, including those identified 
in the Westinghouse Independent Safety Review; in 
addition, DOE has revised Section 2.1.2.7 describing 
the Reactor Safety Improvement Program (RSIP), which 
establishes priorities for items that can be 
addressed after the resumption of production. 

DOE uses or adapts many NRC standards for commercial 
light-water reactors if they are relevant to heavy 
water reactors. A detailed comparison of these 
standards is not useful in an assessment of the 
environmental impacts of continued operation, 
because the impacts described in the EIS (Section 
4.1) are based on the reactors as they are built and 
as they are operated to the 00E standards that have 
been applied. 

DOE will complete the criteria development for Order 
revision, as stated in Section 2.1.3.1.1 of the EIS. 
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The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board has recommended 
that DOE determine and specify standards for training of plant 
operators and supervisors (DNFSB, 1990b); DOE's response to 
those recommendations indicates that important training 
deficiencies will not be rectified prior to restart (ERF, 1990). 

As an illustration of DOE's incoherent policy on safety 
modifications, the addition of a fourth emergency cooling 
system line will mean that "the existing flood control capacity 
of the reactor building sump pumps could be marginal" (see 
page 2-30 of: DOE, 1990); yet, upgrading of the sump pump 
capability will be deferred until after restart, in 
contravention of a previous Westinghouse recommendation 
(Westinghouse, 1989b). 

6. The Need for Tritium and Other Materials 

Analysis of need appears in a classified appendix, thus 
precluding critical review of its assumptions and preventing 
the public from reaching an informed judgment about the 
"national security" justification for reactor restart. 

Production of plutonium-238 is not vital to national security, 
and can employ other reactors (such as FFTF). 

Long-term maintenance of a fixed nuclear arsenal would require 
tritium production sufficient to compensate for tritium decay; 
Exhibit 11 shows the rate of decay. 

The US nuclear arsenal is becoming smaller, and this trend is 
likely to continue; its estimated size has shrunk from 22,500 
weapons in mid-1989 (see Exhibit 12) to 20,750 weapons in 
mid-1990, a 7.8% decrease (Norris and Arkin, 1990). 

The target list under the Single Integrated Operational Plan 
(SI0P) was reduced during the 1980s (see Exhibit 13); ongoing 
international developments can be expected to lead to further 
reductions. 

Use of a fraction of the warheads in the US or Soviet nuclear 
arsenals would cause terrible damage, as shown in Exhibits 14 
and 15; incidentally, this damage could legitimately be 
considered to be a potential environmental impact arising from 
operation of the SRS reactors. 



Section 2.1.2.8 of the EIS describes the reactor 
operating organization and practices, including 
training requirements, which the DNFSB also 
reviews. The Federal Register {55 FR 7022 and 55 FR 
9487) has published the DNFSB recommendations. 

Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety 
upgrades. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. The 
production of a plutonium-238 in SRS reactors is a 
continuation of previous adjunct production activity 
at SRS, and the EIS considers it in that 
perspective. DOE can no longer support the use of 
FFTF as a testing facility for breeder reactor 
components, and examined the feasibility of 
producing plutonium-238 as a possible alternative 
function. As described in Section 2.4.4 of the EIS, 
the examination disclosed that plutonium-238 
production at FFTF would (1) cost substantially more 
than at SRS for reactor operation and for the 
construction of facilities to extract and purify the 
product, which already exist at SRS; (2) produce a 
product of lower purity than is possible at SRS; and 
(3) require a longer time to provide the quantities 
of material required. On this basis, FFTF is not 
considered to be a reasonable alternative for 
meeting the needs. 
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The current US tritium inventory is apparently about 100kg, so 
that tritium production of about 5.6 kg per year would support 
a fixed arsenal; as shown in Exhibit 16, the full production 
capability of the three available SRS reactors substantially 
exceeds that amount. 

The draft EIS claims that operation of all three SRS reactors 
is necessary; this strongly suggests that the EIS's classified 
need analysis fails to account for actual and potential 
reductions in the US nuclear arsenal. 

The draft EIS does not recognize the possibility of a 
negotiated ban on production of plutonium for nuclear weapons, 
although such a ban would have implications which should be 
reflected in an EIS. 

7. Options for Reducing Accident Risk 

The draft EIS contains a very limited discussion of some 
potential plant modifications which might reduce risk, but does 
not discuss risk-reducing options which affect the mode of 
reactor operation; this omission may be related to DOE's 
refusal to publicly discuss the need issue. 

Risk-reducing options which affect the mode of reactor 
operation include: (i) operation at reduced power; (ii) 
driving fuel to a low burnup; and (iii) reducing capacity 
factor. 

As illustrated by Exhibit 16, use of options (i) and (iii) is 
compatible with producing tritium sufficient to maintain a 
fixed US nuclear arsenal. 

Low-power operation will, other factors being equal, somewhat 
reduce the probability of a severe accident by increasing 
safety margins; also, the quantity of iodine and other 
short-lived isotopes released during an accident will be 
roughly proportional to the power level, thus reducing onsite 
and off site consequences. 



Section 1.2 of the EIS discusses the need for 
reactor production capability and its responsiveness 
to the changing world geopolitical situation. 



Any negotiated ban on plutonium for nuclear weapons 
would not affect the analysis in the EIS, because 
there is no current requirement for such plutonium 
production by SRS reactors. 



Please see the response to Comment C-04-06 on 
bounding impacts, reactor operating levels, and 
risks. 



DOE agrees. 



Appendix A of the EIS discusses the production of 
tritium to meet the requirements of the current NWSM. 



DOE agrees. See Section 4.1.3.1.5 under Reduced 
Power Operation . 
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If fuel is driven to a lower burnup, the quantity of cesium and 
other long-lived isotopes released during an accident will be 
reduced, thus reducing accident consequences; there will be 
some increase in operating costs. 

A reduced capacity factor would allow more opportunities for 
preventive maintenance, testing, and training, thus somewhat 
reducing the probability of a severe accident. 

8. The Cold Standby Option 

The draft EIS provides a sketchy discussion of, this option for 
one, two or three reactors (see pp. 2-65 to 2-66 of: DOE, 1990). 

That discussion proposes the immediate discontinuation of plant 
upgrades and the termination of most personnel, both at the 
reactors and at the associated fuel /target fabrication and 
reprocessing facilities. 

On national security grounds, it could be considered more 
appropriate to complete all planned upgrades and to maintain a 
reduced but more than skeleton staff; this would allow a rapid 
resumption of operation should that prove necessary. 

Such a cold standby option could eliminate the risk of a 
reactor accident, while allowing tritium production to be 
resumed quickly whenever needed; in light of ongoing reductions 
in the US nuclear arsenal, it appears that this option could 
meet both the traditional "national security" objectives as 
well as the objective of protecting public health and safety. 

The drastic standby option outlined in the draft EIS would lead 
to the rapid loss (if all three reactors go to, cold standby) of 
about 9,600 jobs, or about half the present SRS workforce (see 
page 2-65 of: DOE, 1990). 

The more prudent cold standby option outlined here would lead 
to a more gradual and smaller reduction in the number of jobs; 
it may be possible to smooth the employment transition even 
further by transferring personnel to an accelerated program to 
clean up the site and decommission the C- and R-reactors. 



DOE agrees. 



DOE agrees. 



Please see the response to Comment C-03-04 on cold 
standby. 



Because this state of readiness is bounded by the 
analysis presented in the EIS, it could be employed 
as appropriate in the changing world geopolitical 
situation. 
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It may, in any case, not be wise for local communities to rely 
upon site employment continuing at the present level; in the 
Safety Analysis Report it is estimated that the SRS work force 
will decline to about 8,500 to 9,000 people in the mid-1990s 
(Westinghouse, 1989a). 

DOE's failure to carefully consider the cold standby option is 
the most important deficiency in the draft EIS; that failure 
constitutes a neglect of DOE's responsibilities in terms of 
national security, public health and safety, environmental 
protection, and the economic well-being of local communities. 



Please see the response to Comment C-04-37. 
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Estimated Probability of a Severe Core Damage 

Accident at a Savannah River Reactor 

(per reactor-year) 
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Notes: 

(a) Estimate from: Table 4-26 of DOE, 1990 

(b) This estimate assumes that the use of an earthquake frequency 
assessment prepared at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
would increase the estimated probability of earthquake- induced 
sequences by a factor of 10, a possibility mentioned at page 2-60 
of: DOE, 1990. 
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Figure 8.9 Peach Bottom external events, core damage frequency ranges (5ih and 95th percentiles) 
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URBAN CENTERS (POPULATION GREATER THAN 2.500) WITHIN 50 MILZS 
OF THE SRS SITE, 1986 DATA 
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(a) Approximate distance from the center of the SRS site to 
nearest edge of urban center. 

fb) Central city of an urbanized area (Augusta, GA-SC, SHSA, 

which includes Columbia and Richmond counties in Georgia and 
Aiken County, SC; population, 327,372 in 1980). 
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FIGURE 5.2 . External Gamma-Exposure-Rate Levels (mR/hr) 

in the Vicinity of Chernobyl on May 29, 1986. 
Taken from USSR (1986). 
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Exhibit 11 



Tritium Oeca u 



* Haif-hfe: 12.3 years 

* Fraction decayed annually: 5.6 percent 

* Fraction remaining after given decay period: 

Oeca u Period Fraction Pemainm q 



l (years) 



I 

10 57 

20 0.32 

30 1 8 

40 0.10 

50 0.06 
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Estimated b? Muclear Weapons 



Inventor y 



o 
I 





Weapon Tuoe 


Number of Weapons 




BomDs: 




6,300 




Air-aetense missiles 




400 




Artillery and demolitions: 


2, 100 




Antisubmarine ^eooon 


:■ 


1,700 




intermediate ana snort 




! ,500 




range missiles: 








Submarine- launcneo 




5.500 




ballistic missiles 








intercontinental oaliis 


tic 


:.5oo 




missiles. 








Cruise missiles. 




:ron 




TOTAL: 




22.500* 


Dist 


-lbution- 






(i) 


Bu function- 








* Strategic ; jrces. 




59 percent 




* Tactical (orces: 




41 percent 


Hi) 


6u Service 








* Air Force 




44 percent 




* Navy/Marines: 




41 percent 




* Army: 




!5 percent 



notes 

'h) Estimates ire ircm Norns jn2 -rkm, I9S9 

ftt) (Jitters i rem sum ot column c.c -.0 rounding 
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Exhibit 13 

Source: Ball and Toth, 1990 



Table 1. The Evolution of the SKIP. "9SD-8*. 



hops 



o 
i 

00 



SUP-CF 



Approved by the Secretary 
of Defense in December 
1960. and took effect 
January 15. 1961. 

Took effect August 1. 1962. 



Took effect January ■■ 1978. 
tnrrial guidance pcovideo by 
NSDM-241 'January I'. 
974) and NUWEP-1 (April 4. 
19741. 



Nudeer T argeti ng "obey 
Review (NTPR). 1977-79. 

PO-S9. Juty IS. 1980. and 
NUWEP-K. October 1980. 
given effect in SIOP-5F. 
Oaober 1. 1981. 



bubal guidance provided by 
NSOD-13. October 1981. and 
NUWEP-82. July 19B2. Took 
•Man October 1. 1983. 



initial guidance provided by 
NUWEP-87. October 1987. 
Guidanca confirmed in NSM~ 
U. June 1989. Took effect 
Octsbst 1. 1989. 



"Opfanum ma* of countarfarc* 
and urban-industrial targets. No 
mianm. options, or withhokU- 

Tha "No-Cities" version of 
csuntertorce strategy. Four 
mator attack options (MAOs). 
pfu% sun-cpoons and writhnolds. 

Concept of 'escalation control." 
ZS.000 targets in (ha National 
Strategic Target Data Base 
(f»STD8i at the outset of SlOP 
5. SlOP divided into Major 
Attack Opbons (MAO*). 
Selective Attack Options 
ISAOsK Limned Nudear 
Opttons UNOsL and Regional 
Nudear Options (RNOsj: and 
four target categories : Soviet 
nudear forces, other nuttuiy 
targets IOMTL Soviet 
leader sh ip, and economic- 
industnel lEillixyaa The 
larm category ornded into 
economic recovery target* and 
Mr-supporting indusoy. 
Strategic Rasarve Fore*. 



50000 targets in the NSTDB 
Hnduding 25400 OMT; 1S.0OQ 
Efl; mora than 5000 leadership; 
and 2509 stra tegi c, nuclear 
targets!. 

Con ce pt of "protractad nuclear 
war." fncraatang emphasis on 
targeting Soviet leadership and 
relocatable targets through 
succasKva revitron of SK1P-6 
E Junma non or the counter- 
recovery miss ion. CrasW 
cunng at the NSTD9 to 14.CC5 
targets in 1987. 

Emphasis on destruction ol the 
Soviet leadership (including 
prompt counter leeoorstup 
cpucnsl and relocatable targets 
fflTH. Development of 
"adaptive target planning." 
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Exhibit 14 

Source: Levi et al , 1987/68 



FIGURE 1. Fallout Pattara 

Octobar Countorforca Attack on Sowt S M at a uiL Wadaat Taigata 



I 




Notes: 

(a) The assumed attack involves the use of 4100 warheads on 
1700 targets. 

(b) These authors estimate that 15-32 million deaths would 
result from this attack, with 7-25 million additional 
injuries. 
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Exhibit 16 



Potential Tritium Production 
o u Existin g Savannah River factors 



Assumptions - 



* 1/90 g tritium produced per MW-day 01 thermal energy generated. 
(NCI/AAAS. 1989) 

O 

I * Number oi reactors available. 3 

m 

O * Reactors dedicated to tritium production. 

Full power level per reactor : 2400 nw 'thermal) 
(Church et ol. 1987) 

• Typical capacity factor when in full production: 80 percent 
(Cochran el el, 1967) 



Potential Production: 

1 1 ! Full Production Capabilit y 

'Full power le"el. 60 Dercent capacity fictor) 

Tritium production; 26.3 kg/yr. 

(ii) Reduced Caoapilitu 

(1/3 of full power level, 50 percent capacity factor) 

Tritium Production 5 ? kg/yr 
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C-05 



Comment 



STATEMENT OF MARGE WEST 

League of Women Voters of South Carolina 

2838 Devine Street 

Columbia, S.C. 29205 

Telephone: 771-0063 



Response 



LWVSC Statement re Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Proposed Restart of the K, L, and P Reactors at Savannah River Site 

...Public Hearing, June 5, 1990, Columbia, S.C. 



o 
I 



C-05-01 



I am Marge West, president of the League of Women Voters of 
South Carolina. We are a non-partisan organization of volunteers 
dedicated to promoting the informed participation of citizens in 
their government. We have 12 local Leagues scattered across South 
Carolina - and we are all part of the League of Women Voters of the 
United States. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

The League of Women Voters is opposing restart of these 
reactors because of the age of the reactors and the still unresolved 
waste and environmental problems at the Savannah River Site. We are 
concerned about health and safety factors. We question the need to 
start up these reactors - and that alternatives have been fully 
explored. 

All three of these reactors are among the oldest in the nation, 
civilian or military, and should be candidates for decommissioning 
instead of restarting. All three have been shut down since 1988 
because of serious safety problems. Perhaps the fact that you plan 
to restart them means that they have been so extensively renovated 
that they should be considered as new facilities - and the EIS 
prepared on that basis. Questions that should be answered include 
whether or not it is safe to operate each of them at full power - 
and to operate all three at the same time at full power? 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 
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C-05-02 
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C-05-03 



Comment 



Response 



Is it the intent to restart the three because one alone cannot 
supply the anticipated need? - or because you need, three for back up 
if safety problems arise? What are the safety factors involved in 
operating at full power versus various levels of lesser power? 

This EIS still does not answer that most basic of questions: 
what is the real need for tritium today? Appendix 1 A is classified 
so that there can be no public scrutiny. It in turn is based on the 
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum, an even more secret document 
signed by President Reagan in 1989. Yet there has been a major 
change in world politics since then with the events in Europe and 
progress in arms control. Surely, there is some way to provide 
information in this area if need is justified. 

As the proposal for the restart of these reactors proceeds, 
South Carolinians continue to be concerned about serious problems 
that already exist. The Savannah River Plant was sited before the 
National Environmental Act went into effect. Until recent years, 
the Savannah River Plant as a federal defense operation was exempt 
from obeying state and federal environmental laws. That meant it 
was free from oversight by state and federal regulators. 

As a result, groundwater contamination is only in the process 
of being cleaned up. Wetlands have been destroyed 1 . Hazardous waste 
sites are many and in need of cleanup. Yet it is proposed to 
restart these reactors before major progress has been made - and 
indeed to continue the impacts. A further concern is that those 
charged with production are also those charged with environmental 
remediation. Will production goals once again demand that 
environmental and safety concerns be slighted? 



Because of the record of safety and environmental violations, 
there has been a public and congressional demand for independent 
oversight such as is provided by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 



DOE proposes to operate all three reactors (K, L, 
and P) at full power or at a power level consistent 
with the intent to meet mission goals for the 
production of nuclear materials. Section 4.1 of the 
EIS discusses the operation of the reactors at less 
than full power. It is DOE policy to comply with 
all applicable requirements. Also, please see the 
response to Comment C— 1—01 on the need for tritium. 



DOE has committed to a program of waste management 
and environmental restoration at its sites, 
including SRS; this program, which is under way, is 
funded independently of the decision on continued 
reactor operation. DOE has described waste 
management activities at SRS in detail in other EISs 
(Waste Management Activities for Groundwater 
Protection DOE-EIS/0120 and Defense Waste Process 
Facility DOE-EIS-0082) and in its Environmental 
Restoration and Waste Management Plan (DOE/S-0070). 
The proposed DOE programmatic EIS on waste 
management and environmental restoration will 
provide complex-wide assessments of available 
options. DOE will manage SRS wastes from continued 
operation in accordance with the requirements of 
EPA, SCDHEC, and DOE Orders, as described in Section 
2.1 and Chapter 5 of this EIS. 
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C-05-07 



lomroeni 



Response 



for commercial reactors. This demand has not been met. 
Nuclear Weapons Facilities Safety Board is part of DOE. 



The Defense 



These reactors will add to the stock of high level liquid 
radioactive waste that is stored at SRS awaiting the completion of 
the Defense Waste Reprocessing Facility. While this project is well 
mjarviii i h has "st to sol idi f u 3.1 u of thi s waste and has a 1 ar n e 
stockpile awaiting reprocessing. Once again we will be producing 
waste without a way to deal with it - and before a final destination 
for that waste is a reality even after it is solidified. 



Uhila nrsii 



i Arte fnr 



Miarnanriac irn 



<H< 



i«cerl 



w- ... this draft 

EIS - evacuation plans for a much wider area are not. South 
Carolina learned many lessons from Hurricane Hugo - some of the most 
important being the need for comprehensive planning, good 
coordination of all responsible public and volunteer entities from 
the most local level through the Governor's office and up through 
federal levels including the army. There needs to be a well 
identified chain of command with sufficient and clearly identified 
authority to enforce decisions. After Chernobyl, no one should 
believe that a major accident would be limited to the 300 square 
miles of the Savannah River Site or the immediate Aiken area. 

Major health studies of SRS workers and the surrounding area 
population are still lacking. Some progress was made last summer 

ukan s rnarial ninsl innnintaH hit OOF parnimiantJAlj that cttiHiac need 

to be conducted by an entity separated by DOE. These studies could 
help build public confidence - but it is proposed to restart the 
reactors before such studies are even underway. 



Congress created the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board through Public Law 100-456, It is not 
part of DOE; however, as part of its functions, it 
maintains an independent high-level safety oversight 
of SRS facilities. 

Existing hi oh— level waste tank capacity is adequate 
for interim storage of the high-level wastes to be 
produced when production resumes, pending their 
immobilization in glass in the DWPF, which 
essentially eliminates any risk of their 
envi ronnieriiai transport, uul u83 a j- year i uteri m 
storage capacity for the vitrified high-level waste 
coming from the DWPF when it becomes operational in 
late 1994. DOE is also considering the expansion of 
the interim storage facility for the vitrified waste 
containers, because a national geological repository 
for high-level waste is not likely to be available 
by 1997 or 1998. 

DOE has revised Section 3=9 of the EIS to answer 
concerns about emergency planning. 



Please see the response to Comment C-02-04 on health 

of f orfre. 



A key argument in ioutn Laronna Tor 3K3 activities comes sown 
to basic economics: the number of jobs to be gained or lost. This 



I 

Ln 
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is a serious consideration for our poor state - and an issue that 
must be faced sooner or later if there is to be world peace. What 
is clearly needed now is new vision. Wouldn't it wake sense if ways 
were being explored to promote a conversion to peace-time industry 
for the Aiken area economy? An orderly, non-traumatic transition 
should be possible because of the thousands of people needed for 
environmental restoration and to proceed with solidifying the waste 
already on site. 

We thank you for the opportunity to offer these remarks. 
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STATEMENT OF MARJORIE TRIFON 

World Summit for Children Candlelight Vigils 

236 Massachusetts Avenue NE 

Suite 300 

Washington, DC 20002 



Response 



C-06-01 



i 

IJ1 



A GLOBAL CALL TO ACTION 

It is estimated that 40,000 children die each day throughout 
the world from malnutrition and disease with 40,000 child deaths 
each year in the U.S. The vast majority of these deaths are 
preventable. 

On February 8, U.N. Secretary General Javier Perez de Cuellar 
announced a World Summit for Children to be held September 29-30, 
1990, in New York City. The summit is intended to enhance political 
commitment for the benefit of children both nationally and 
internationally- 

To help focus attention on the summit, candlelight vigils are 
being organized, beginning in Australia and sweeping around the 
globe, with a public education and mobilization campaign in June, 
July, August and September. The vigils have only just begun to be 
promoted internationally. As of May 15 vigils are planned for 
Australia, Bangladesh, Brazil, Great Britain, India, Kenya, the 
Philippines, and Peru. Ninety-five are scheduled in the United 
States as well. The vigils will begin late Sunday afternoon, 
September 23, with games and entertainment, and culminate with 
speeches, singing and the vigil at nightfall. Discussions are 
underway to have a child and parent from each participating country 
fly to New York City to present thousands of postcards or petitions 
to their head of state or government. 

The objective of the candlelight vigils is to mobilize the 
world's children and adults so that our leaders participate fully in 
the World Summit for Children and make the following commitments: 
1) having children's well-being be a priority on the country's 
political, economic and social agenda; 2) working for ratification 
and implementation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child; and 
3) saving the lives of 50 million children worldwide this decade, 
and ensuring their future health, education and opportunity to live 
a life free of poverty within a sustainable environment. 



Comment noted. 
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Country-specific addendums will be encouraged- In the U.S., we 
will be urging President Bush and other officials to commit to 
making our nation a world leader in children's well-being, so that 
U.S. child poverty, infant mortality, and school achievement are no 
longer among the worst of all industrialized countries. 
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U-S. Endorsing Organizations (as of 5/18) 

Accion International 

African Wildlife Foundation 

Aid to Southeast Asia 

Alternatives, Inc. 

American Academy of Pediatrics 

American Association of School Administrators 

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education 

American Council on Consumer Interests 

American Federation of Teachers 

American Women's Clergy Association 

Aarigos de las Americas 

Bread for the World 
Children International 
Children's Foundation 
Christian Outreach Appeal 
Church of the Brethren 
I Community for Creative Non-Viol ence 

i" Community Nutrition Institute 

^j Ezra Taft Benson Institute 

Food Research and Action Center 

Foundation for International Community Assistance (FINCA) 

Freedom From Hunger Foundation 

Global Education Associates 

Global Kids of the Foreign Policy Association 

Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy 

Inter church Medical Assistance, Inc. 

Interfaith Hunger Appeal 
International Child Health Foundation 

International Medical Corps 

International Rescue Committee, Inc. 

International Service Association for Health, Inc. 

Mercy Corps International 

National Council of Catholic Women 

National Education Association 

Overseas Development Council 

Pathfinder Fund 

Planetary Evolution Committee 

Population Communication 

Tolstoy Foundation, Inc. 

TRANET 

Trees for Life 
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Trickle Up Program 

U.S. Committee for Refugees 

United Nations Association - USA 

Win rock International 



o 
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C-07-01 



Comment 



STATEMENT OF MARY ALLSTROM 



MS. ALLSTROM: My name is Mary All strom and I am speaking on behalf 
of my daughter and other children in South Carolina. I moved to 
South Carolina last year and prior to that was in New York state and 
prior to that Australia. When I was in Australia, I remembered 
thinking and hearing and knowing about Savannah River plant and 
knowing how dangerous it was and I realized then how children were 
in danger in this state. 

I thought I was very lucky not living here, but my daughter is 
now an American citizen and this is her future. So, that's why I'm 
up here today. I'm very nervous. 

My main reason for speaking is because I think this is the 
future not only my daughter, but for everyone. The tritium that is 
being made there is no longer necessary. I didn't believe in it 
before, but now when Europe is changing and Russia is no longer the 
enemy, I think we really need to stop what is happening here in this 
state. 

That's all I want to say. 



Response 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium. 
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STATEMENT OF NATALIE HEVENER KAUFMAN 



C-08-01 



n 
i 

00 
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TESTIMONY ON SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT NUCLEAR REACTOR 6/5/90 

Hy name is Natalie Hevener Kaufman and I have a Ph.D. in 
Foreign Affairs. I am an Associate Professor of Government and 
International Studies at the University of South Carolina. I am 
also the mother of two daughters. 

I mention my daughters because I find it impossible to offer 
them economic, moral or ethical reasons why at this, time our 
government is considering further development of the nuclear weapons 
industry. In some fundamental way, our children keep us honest and 
creative by challenging the notion that the way we have always done 
things is the only way to continue doing them. The situation at 
S.R.P- seems to me to reflect, at best, a fundamental lack of 
imagination. Have we completely lost the ability to imagine a 
peaceful world and ourselves as a nation no longer preparing for 
global annihilation? Have we lost the ability to conceptualize a 
means of retraining and employing workers for constructive rather 
than destructive technology? Have we lost the sense of humanity and 
our awe about the natural gifts we hold only temporarily as our most 
important legacy to our children? We have the possibility at this 
moment to reaffirm our belief in life and peace. I suggest to you 
that the time to do so is now and the place to start is SRP. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
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C-09 STATEMENT OF SARAH FOX 

207 Wateree Avenue 
Columbia, South Carolina 

My name is Sarah Fox. I live at 207 Wateree Avenue, Columbia 
South Carol ina. 

I am here today to speak against the proposed restart of the 
Savannah River Site nuclear reactors. 

That this rushed restart is being undertaken as crucial for our 
C-09-01 national security is truly obscene. From my years working as a Comments noted, 

volunteer in Columbia's inner city school district, I assure you 
that a true national security crisis exists in the unsuccessful 
attempts to educate today's children. 



i The vast sums of money that you propose to dump down the 

££ polluted rat hole of the Savannah River Site should instead go to 

>-* education — if anyone is serious about preserving the long range 

safety of our way of life. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be heard. 

Sarah Fox 
June 5, 1990 
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C-10 STATEMENT OF FRED MULLER 

MR. MULLER: I'm Fred Muller. I'm just an individual American 
citizen. I do not belong to anything other than the Lutheran 
church. I represent no organization whatsoever. 

I have distributed here a letter which I wrote to President 
Bush on February 20th and a statement in The Wall Street Journal 
that the Department of Energy is considering buying enriched uranium 
from Russia because they have developed a method of making enriched 
uranium far cheaper than we can do it. We buy yellow cake from 
South Africa, we are going to buy enriched uranium from Russia. 

In this letter to President Bush, I recommended that he shut 
down the entire nuclear industry, not just Savannah River, 
everything. After Chernobyl in Russia, Gorbachoy shot down the 
7 construction of 12 nuclear plants. He stopped on the drawing board 

^ 32 other nuclear plants being considered. In England, they have 

rS stopped the construction of any more nuclear power plants. This is 

principally because they have not figured out what to do with the 
waste and how to shut down the nuclear plants that they have already 
built. They have built a monster and put it in place and cannot 
figure how to kill it. 

I have traveled the United States of America out of Denver, 
Colorado selling ALDRIN and DIELDRIN, which are the two most 
powerful insecticides ever invented. They were manufactured at 
Rocky Mountain arsenal. The government now has a multi-billion 
dollar law suit against Shell Chemical to clean up the hazardous 
waste that they dump at that site. I quit selling that chemical 
after five months because I realized what I was doing to my 
country. I was polluting the soil. ' 

We, as American citizens, have exported all our wars since the 
Civil War. The American population does not know anything about 
death and destruction of a war. The South has not recovered from 
the Civil War yet. We have not caught the rest of the nation. If 
it was not for Mississippi, South Carolina would be number 50 in the 
nation. 

I think that American citizens have not realized to even think 
of what they are doing. The Savannah River site, as I stated in my 
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C-10-01 



o 
i 

CD 



letter to President Bush, sits 600 feet 
Aquifer. Hater circulates in the earth 
body. You cut your finger, you bleed, 
bleed. If you cut your toe, you bleed. 



on top of the Tuscaloosa 
just like blood in your 
If you cut your head, you 
The same way you can punch 



The Savannah River project has already 
r__j. i i in 

i uui i eve i • mien 



a well and get water. 

contaiinnateu water to 

deep and taps or pollutes the Tuscaloosa Aquifer, the City of 

Augusta, Macon, Georgia, Mobile, Alabama, south Georgia and southern 

South Carolina or southwestern South Carolina and Mobile will all 

become a charred wasteland. Nothing will live there. 

In Poland, they could not eat the cabbage after Chernobyl. In 
Lapland thousands of miles north, the Laps could not eat reindeer 
meat because the reindeer ate the grass that was contaminated by 
radiation. Hundreds died at Chernobyl. Twelve and one half million 
acres of the finest farmland in Russia has been abandoned. One and 
a half million acres of timberland in that same area has been 
abandoned because you cannot live in a radioactive lumber house. 
You can't do it. 

They have not seen anything yet. As I stated in my letter, I 

had a friend who was at Eniwetok, his hip bones melted before he was 

40. He died in a alcoholic, drunken hell before he was 45, racked 
with pain and alcoholism. 

Russia has not seen anything yet, just wait until the hip bones 
start melting. They better get a lot of surgical practice because 
they are going to have them. 

We are walking on dangerous ground. There is an abandoned 
nuclear power plant in Mississippi on the head water of the 
Mississippi River that has been guarded 24 hours a day for decades. 
It's abandoned. But even that far up, they have not figured what in 
the hell to do with that abandoned plant. They cannot leave it 
unguarded. 

What, in my opinion, are the thousands of jobs in the nuclear 
industry, if you are dead? Let me say this as to nuclear weapons. 
There never was and never is going to be, even before the collapse 
of communism, a war with Russia. It was 25 years after World War II 
before Russia could put an army in the field because all their 
babies starved to death because their mothers had no milk because 



The Tuscaloosa aquifer, which is now called the 
Black Creek-Mi ddendorf Formation in South Carolina, 
discharges to the Savannah River in the vicinity of 
SRS, as described in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS. This 
aquifer is not believed to be hydraulically 
continuous with the formation of that name in 
Georgia or other states. The aquifer, which lies 
400 to 900 feet below the surface at SRS, is 
generally protected by several impermeable clay or 
other lithologic formations. SRS has installed 
monitoring wells in the aquifer to detect any type 
of contamination that occurs. During the 
approximately 35-year SRS period of operation, no 
radioactive contamination has been detected in the 
Black Creek-Mi ddendorf aquifer as a result of 
reactor operation, and none is expected from 
continuing the operation. 



Table C-7. Public Consents and DOE Responses 



Consent 
Nunber 



Connent Response 



they Mere starving to death. It took that long to raise a child 
born after World War II in Russia to 25 years to make a soldier out 
of hin. 

There is not going to be any World War III. That is garbage. 
Always was since the atonic bonb. The atonic bonb is the greatest 
peace weapon ever made because the leaders die first. Most all wars 
in history have been started by old nen who sent young nen off to 
die. 

Witness Iran and Iraq. Khoumeni and Hussain. Old nen. They 
sent them off to fight on barbed wire, so other men could run over 
then to fight and kill one another. Not anymore. 

I do not know what will happen in Moscow, for I have never been 
there, but I can tell you what will happen in Washington, D.C. if 
World War III starts. First to go will be the White House, second* 
? the Pentagon, third, the CIA and fourth, Washington, D.C. will be 

*-" turned into a solid sea of glass by the Russian atomic missiles. 



Thank you. 

[Mr. Huller submitted the following letter to President Bush at the 
Colunbia public meeting. DOE has not responded to this.] 
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[A Utter] 

President George Bush 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

Mikhail Gorbachev is not only a powerful nan, but he is also 
very smart and decisive. On April 26, 1986 Chernobyl exploded and 
melted down. After he and other Russian leaders surveyed the death 
and destruction, Gorbachev stopped in aid-air, the construction of 
five Nuclear Power plants, plus he stopped the production of 
Plutonium and U-235 from which Military weapons are made. He 
withdrew four older Nuclear Submarines from the Baltic Seas and 
evacuated 235,000 Russians from an 18 mile radius of the Chernobyl 
<£ Complex. He is now considering removing 110,000 people from a 10 

Si miles more radius. Before and after Chernobyl, the Russian 

Government has lied to her people and the world. Actions speak 
louder than words. 

Great civilizations have existed before in history. They all 
vanished when they polluted or lost their water supply. You can 
breathe radio-active air and live, but drinking radio-active water 
is guaranteed death. Water circulates and percolates in the earth 
just like blood in the human body. The American Government has lied 
and is still lying to the American people about the dangers of 
Nuclear power. The Department of Energy is worse than worthless. 
It has not made one concrete decision nor permanently disposed of 
one ounce of radio-active waste material. 

Within 125 miles of my home are 5 Nuclear Power plants and the 
Savannah River Bomb Plant at Aiken, S.C. where sits 35,000,000 
gallons of highly toxic radio-active waste in concrete vats on top 
of the giant Tuscaloosa aquifer that runs at only 600 foot depth and 
waters the Southeast. Should God send an earthquake and dump this 
waste into this Aquifer, then South Georgia, South Alabama, West 
Florida and Mobile would become a giant waste-land just like 
Chernobyl . 
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The Nuclear plant at Rocky Flats, Colorado, sits on top of the 
giant Goude Aquifer that waters Colorado and West Texas. Should a 
disaster strike there, then Denver, AnariUo, Lubbock, Midland 
Odessa would become the five largest ghost towns in the history of 
the world. The Permian basin would vanish with our oil supply- 
Acid rain has not killed anyone, yet, but nuclear melt-downs and 
radiation have killed thousands and will warp and kill millions 
before man wakes up. 

The Russians have seen nothing yet. Just wait until cancer and 
melting hip bones really begin occuring, especially among their 
little children. Americans can sit fat, dumb and happy until 
catastrophy strikes. Then we will wake up with a roar! I had a 
friend who was at Eniwetok in a bunker behind ten feet of solid 
concrete. His hip bones melted before he was forty. The Veterans 
Administration installed plastic hip bones. He never saw 
forty-five. He lived and died in a Hell of alcohol and pain. 

*-" You do not have to bomb a Nuclear Power Plant to have a 

™ melt-down. All you have to do is kill the technicians who run it. 

A meltdown is then automatic. We have 110 Nuclear Power Plants plus 
17 military operations. They all sit on top of giant Aquifers or 
near a large water supply for cooling purposes. It is only a matter 
of time until America experiences her own Chernobyl. France, with 
her proliferation of Nuclear Power Plants could easily have a series 
of domino-effect meltdowns and probably take Belgium and Holland 
with her as she goes into oblivion. 



It is these very Nuclear Power Plants that have eliminated the 
possibility of any large-scale war in Europe or almost anywhere. In 
fact, you might consider the course Russia has taken and shut down 
the entire American Nuclear operation; both power plants and the 
military. Russia never was coming to America. For What? To 
contract AID'S and take it back to Russia by the millions? I do not 
think so. Are we going to send 10 million fine young men to defend 
NATO and leave addicts, criminals and drug pushers to run our 
country? I do not think sol 

I was a B-25 and A-26 pilot in World War II doing low level 
work and skip bombing in India and Burma. Immediately at the end of 
the war, my government sent me to China to be a co-pilot on C-46 and 
C-47 Transport planes. We flew night and day hauling the 
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Nationalist Army to take over from Japanese before the Communist 
could walk there. Mien I arrived in Kunming, China printed money. 
Two months later when I arrived in Wuhan, China printed paper. In 
December, when I arrived in Shanghai, China printed trash! When the 
money collasped, China collasped! I saw China fall! The Communists 
did not conquer China. They just walked in and took over. 

Communism is not all bad, if it replaces despotism as it did in 
China. Chiang-Kai Shek and his crowd had raped and robbed China 
until she was gone. I do not know what happened in the Russian 
Revolution as I had not been born. (1917) 

President Reagan used the threat of Communism to run a 
tremendous deficit and creat the illusion of prosperity. He left 
you a terrible debt structure and legacy. Good luck! 

Mr. President, there are two irrevocable laws on this earth: 
T You cannot drink yourself sober and you cannot borrow your way to 

^ solvency. The longer either continues, the more terrible the 

-~j hangover. We came out of World War II almost without a scar, except 

for the dead and wounded. We were the nation on earth. Even 
Germany, Italy and Japan have passed us on their road up, as we ride 
the road down to Sixth place in average income. At the end of World 
War II, America was the richest nation on earth and the largest 
creditor. Today, we are the largest DEBTOR and owe more money than 
all nations on earth. Only a fool thinks we are going to pay off 
our national debt. No drunk has ever sobered up as long as alcohol 
was free. Neither has any economic drunk sobered up as long as 
fools let him sign I.O.U.'s. We are the same. 

Junk bonds and white collar crooks make the Wall Street Journal 
read like the Police Gazette. What a laugh! Tomorrow, our own 
government bonds will be on the same page. JUNK BONDS-LIKE 
CHINA— PAPER TRASH! 

The world has entered an era of economic warfare from which 
there is no military relief. AH major economic powers are 
exporting against other major economic powers. Russia must come 
with a gold backed Ruble if she is to enter world commerce and trade. 

Mr. President, I write you this letter because Mr. Gorbachev 
did not make his decisions for the love of the world, he made his 
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decision for the love of his country, Russia. I write this letter 
not because 1 love the world, but also, because I love my country, 
AMERICA! 

You know that my views are the views of millions of concerned 
Americans, and you know that dramatic action is needed NOW if the 
United States of America is going to halt it headlong plunge into 
the mediocrity of debtor nations and the danger of the headlong rush 
into nuclear stockpiling. 

Gorbachev is making a dramatic effort to solve some of the 
problems of the USSR. You can do no less for the USA. There is no 
more time to play politics. There is no more time to play out a 
Presidential term and leave it in the hands of the next fellow. 
There is NO MORE TIME! 

Respectfully yours, 



I 
rc Fred Muller 
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U.S. Agency Reportedly May Purchase 
Soviet Uranium-Enrichment Services 
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By John J. Fuuu 

tUffKww rt Tm liulnoiMnu 

WASHINGTON -The E nergy Depart- 
mm reportedly ts considering buying ura- 
nium-enrieliment umm Iran im Soviet 
Union u put ef in arrangement des ig ned 
to Mop the Sonets Iran undercutting the 
U.S. to the bieranve busiaess- 

A spokesman in the departmetn re- 
fused io conftim or deny reports eireuiat- 
inr on Capitol HID and within IM nuclear 
Industry about a pending deal. Tile spoke* 
nu wouJd uy only that the department Is 
coBsMe n ng t "range of sltemnuvei" to 
mike U more competiUire in (lie urantum- 
enrsebment b us i nes s. 

The U.S. currently Is the worlds largest 
supplier ol nranium-ennchmeni services, 
deriving 11.5 billion annually from setting 
the services to mieleir utilities in the US. 
and abroad, according to Uie Energy De- 
panmeni. But two years ago. V , Techs- 
nabexpon. the Soviet agency that markets 
uranium <nnchmeni semen, began cut- 
ting into Uie U.S. market, selling iu serv- 
ices at l«j Uian nail those eturged by 
the department. 

UndetoMienunot a U.S.So'nei deal 
c«mg discussed, ihe department would buy 
cheaper Sonet luel-ennchment services 
ud resell them u> its customers. Tbe So 
nets, in turn, would refrain Iram under- 
prtcing Uie department in the US. 

Such an arrantement would give Uie 
Sonets hard currency andofOclaj entree 
Into the U.5. market! In torn makng pottD- 
eaJ attempts Met to bu ineir cheaper 
semen more difficult. At tM same tune. 
the ability to resell Uie cheaper Soviet 
strom would live tbe Entrcy Depart- 
ment i way to keep some ol in loin-term 
customer*. while retaining control over toe 
portion o* the US. market (ant to the 
Soviets. 

Dunne the put several mount tnree 
ol the Energy Departments U[rsl eus- 
Kxnen.mcludmktMTtnneBetVaUty Au- 
:honty. have announced that they are ter- 
minating some ol Ibeir long-term eon- 
iracu. 

The TVA announced earlier this year 
mat it u inviting providers otber man the 
Energy Department lo bid on supplying 
fuel lor its nuclear power plants. Bob Cali- 
bre, maniter ol nuclear fuel lor TVA. said 
mat the bun- federally owned power com- 
plex alio u connderuif' buying rane 
cheaper enncCuneiit services on the spot 
market. "The Soviets are Um market 
maker today." he noted. 

Tbe first glimmer of a possible U.S.So- 
'itl deal came from New for* Nuclear 
Corp.. a tiny nuclear brokerage lirm oper- 
ated from a borne in ScarsdaJe. NX "It's 
son ol a winwm sitLiauoo lor everyoody 
mvalmt." issenea Ouuel EintJuM, vice 
president of We concern. 

Mr. Elnbuna satd [be firm presented 
:!w idfi lo Soviet officials in Moscow in 
December and received a leiter « mferest. 



II then took Uie letter to tbe Energy De- 
partment. "DOR wanted tttormiuon aMul 
many details. Including transportation and 
■nil they are goaf to do with the 
money." Mr. Elnbund said. 

Actorduii to Mr. EIbouhL tbe Sonets 
agreed to spend money they receive hum 
IM potential COO milltoo deal on products 
and equipment m tM Ui. At oat pouo. M 
said, be ni told tbe proposal had risen 
"to very, very hifb levels a Wltnlngun 
and Moscow." 

Tbe hardest endence that Ute Energy 
Department Is cc eun denng a departure 
Irom iu old ways arrived oe Capnol Hill 
last monU. The department submitted * 
ooe-lir,- budget procmal thai woa'd illow 
it to buy uranium on tbe world spot tnsr 
ket, whtch is dominated by TecCsnaMi' 
port. The proposal -first reported by Nu- 
clear Fuel, a newsletter published by 
McGraw-Hill -immediately set or! rum- 
blings on Capitol HUL 

"II [ read Between the bnes. 1 think we 
are about to enter into an agreement with 
the Soviet Union. " Sen. Pete Dornenici (R.. 
N.M. I told Wllllam H. rounf. tbe Energy 
Deparaneu's usixtwi (ecntacy tor nu- 
clear energy. Mr. Young replied only that 
[he department wai concenied iMut (row- 
ing Soviet sales and wu Looking si a 
range ol alternatives" to snore up its mar- 
ket. 

To ease concerns on Capitol Hill, ac- 
cording to Mr. Flnrrnnrt the deal would al- 
low aging US. enrichment pttuts at Padu- 
can. Ky.. ud Ptctsrnouth. Ohio, to Keep 
openung. alUougb they are believed to 
be much more expensive io run than newer 
Soviet planti. which use htfh-tpecd centn- 
fugea. The Soviets, be said. wodM agree io 
use uranium mined in Um US. as a leed- 
suxk. 

Uranium enrichment is an elaborate 
process that turns natural uranium into a 
gaseous compound and then restructures it 
to Uuu in lasaiOle isotope, or rare cntrm- 
cil relative ol uranium -called U135-be- 
comei more concentrated. 

The U.S. enrichment program began 
during World War 11 ai pan of the coun- 
try's nuelearweaponi program, Alter the 
war. the U.S. switched most of its uranium 
ennebmeni capability to providing fuel for 
the then-growing nuclear power Industry. 
For two decades, the US government en- 
joyed a near-monopoly on tne enrichment 
Business in the non-Communal world. 

WbUe both U-S. and Soviet uranium-en. 
rtcument facilities were originally de- 
signed to provide highly enriched uranium 
for iiocnir bombs, both countries later 
switched to a different men! plutomum. 
foe. their nuclear irsenaB. Plutonium a 
derived from a aiflerent process. 

The mator nmutung nuluary neea (or 
enriched uranium is for fuel for nuclear 
submarines um ships. According u> me 
Enerry Deoanrarm. Itr. of U.S. ouipui is 
used lor miuiary purpcaes 



Ma -j Z'. /??#WAZ 
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C-n STATEMENT OF MAL HYMAN 

MR. HYMAN: Mai Hyman and I'm just a concerned teacher. I will 
try to cut my remarks so that I don't duplicate some of what has 
been said previously. 



I am concerned about the process of looking into government Section 3.3.2 of the EIS discusses seismology, 

documents regarding the environment and accessibility to national 
security information. The first point, coming from California where 
we have built nuclear plants on earthquake folds, where U.S. 
Geological Survey has noted that the plants cannot withstand an 
earthquake of the magnitude seen as possible by the U.S. Geological 
Survey. 

This is true at San Onofre, Southern California, and Diablo 
Canyon in Central California, and having gone through those hearings 
<p for a number of years, I am more than concerned the proper 

Jn information that is ferreted out isn't properly addressed. 



I have an even greater concern about notions about national 
security. We are immediately reminded of past national security 
needs. A bomber gap of the 1950s, we need to build new bombers. Or 
a missile gap in the 60s or an ABM gap of falling beyond the Soviet 
Union and ABM or spending gap or a window of vulnerability under 
Ronald Reagan, to be capped off by MX missiles and Minute Man III 
silos, which made absolutely no sense strategically. They became a 
more tempting target, satisfied none of the national security needs. 

It's surprising that the public does not follow the debate. 
The media doesn't follow the debate when good proposals do come from 
the Soviet Union for verifiable test bands. They aren't properly 
debated. The Soviet Union unilaterally stops nuclear testing for 18 
months and challenges us to do the same. It should be a news 
story. But then many things should be news stories in the United 
States. There is still 12 cubic feet of information regarding the 
John Kennedy assassination, which hasn't been looked into. 

In this regard, I think it's important to note the whole war in 
Viet Nam. The history of it was kept secret from the American 
public. We found out when the Pentagon papers were finally realized 
by the New York Times and then the government sued the New York 
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Times for having the audacity to print the true history of the war 
in Viet Nam after 40,000 Americans had died and 2,000,000 Vietnamese 
have died. I would respectfully submit to you that there is a 
definition of national security that was used and is still used. 

t i : i ll:. -j. xu. - -: _— I - ___...: -..-1 .. i*..j. r ..»->. 

j. men l i uneu liiis oil liic anjjj i ny neai i nyi pi cviuujij, uui ± nan i, 

to add to it, so that there is no doubt where I stand on this. 
George Bush, when he headed the CIA, lied on a regular basis to the 
Senate Intelligence Committee about the John Kennedy assassination. 
He was chosen because Colby, the past head of the CIA, was actually 
answering the questions. This is the man who is determining 
national security for us. 

Opportunities that are unimaginable were blown at this past 
summit because the public doesn't know what the debate really 
consists of regarding nuclear weapons. Perhaps it's an activity on 
the part of the public or apathy and perhaps its G.E. owning NBC and 

i not telling the public what's really going on. It's tough to say 

J£ there's probably a whole host of reasons, but, suffice to say, there 

*-• is a great concern about national security and a thorough 

reassessment is in order for the protection of democracy and for the 
protection of the earth and it is necessary in this regard with SRS. 

Thank You. 
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C-12 



STATEMENT OF PAUL BECK 



C- 12-01 



o 



C-T2-02 



C- 12-03 



MR. BECK: Good morning. My nane is Paul Beck. I am a 
resident of Martinez, Georgia. Having reviewed the DOE's 



possible restart: 
of need. 



DOE priorities, the environment, and the question 



The draft EIS indicates to me that priority will be given to 
production rather than cleanup. So, 34,000,000 gallons of high 
level radioactive waste have yet to be properly processed. Some 
16,000,000 cubic feet of low-level radioactive waste remains buried 
in trenches. It is known that some of it is in cardboard boxes. 
Technetium-99, an isotope present in radioactive salt, is destined 
to be improperly processed into concrete slabs. While the 
technology supposedly exists to extract the technetium the DOE has 
decided this will be too expensive. 

The preservation of our environment can never be too 
expensive. The cleanup is expected to take at least a decade, 
possibly two or more, and cost billions, how does the DOE justify 
restart when existing problems have yet to be solved? 

Restart would only compound the problem. I quote from the 
draft EIS: "Hater containing tritium will continue to be discharged 
through seepage basin, contaminating ground water." "Temporary 
wetland losses caused by thermal discharges would continue in Still 
Creek and Penn Branch Corners." 

Apparently, DOE's preferred alternative is to continue to wreak 
havoc upon our land and water. No nation is greater than the land 
upon which its people live. There should be no compromise when it 
comes to the preservation of our land and water. If the DOE cannot 
onorate SRS in harsonv with the envi rnnment i then the DOE should not 
operate SRS at all. They should remain shut down. 

The final problem I have with the EIS is the question of need.. 
It is neither addressed nor answered in the statement. Consider two 
facts: America presently has some 24,000 nuclear warheads, in 
addition to a plutonium stockpile of 100 metric tons. Consider all 
the fire power exploded in World War II, some 3,000,000 tons of TNT, 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-05 on 
high-level waste- 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials- 
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3 megatons. The destructive power of all nuclear weapons in 
existence today stands at 18,000 megatons. That's the equivalent of 
6,000 World War lis. Can we possibly need more? 

Thank you. 



o 
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C-13-02 



My name is Camille Riley. I am a pharmacist and I live in 
Denmark, S.C. For the past 15 years I have done pharmacy relief 
work in a five county area— Bamberg, Barnwell, Allendale, 
Orangeburg, and Hampton counties. Through these 15 years one fact 
has become more and more obvious to me. In the pharmacies located 
in the counties adjacent to the SRS I fill many more prescriptions 
for cancer related medications. In Bamberg, Barnwell, and Allendale 
counties there are astounding numbers of prescriptions written for 
medicine to relieve cancer pain. This is one of the reasons I am 
against the restart of the K, L, and P reactors. Health care is my 
business and helping safeguard health is my responsibility. 



I have studied the Environmental Impact Statement and my fears 
have not been resolved. They have increased dramatically. On page 
S-5 it is admitted that there will be more cancer fatality risks 
even under normal operations, without even considering accidents. 
If the K, L, and P reactors are terminated the cancer fatality risks 

will diminish. That is a significant reason to never restart these 

three reactors. 

Have you ever watched someone die of cancer? I have. My 
husband official!" died of cancer in 1971 but he actual 1 u died some 
every day for the 11 1/2 months he lived after diagnosis. He went 
from 190 pounds to 90 pounds. The cancer destroyed his lungs so 
that every breath was a gasp. My husband was 34 years old when he 
died and he never smoked cigarettes. Was he one of these cancer 

fafalifv ricW fliintojj nn nana C_*>? CVimilri tfjit lijya hcon a 

consolation to my daughters, who were 5 and 10 years old when their 

father died? NO-ONE, I emphasize NO-ONE should be exposed to such a 
risk. 



Section 4.1.2 of the EIS addresses the potential 
additional risk to human health resulting from ti 
continued operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors. 
Section 4.1.6 addresses cumulative impacts and 
health risks from SRS and nearby facilities. Th< 
health effects of past operations have been (and 
being) evaluated by independent agencies, as 
described in Appendix B; no significant health 
impacts on the general public have been identify 
Section 3.7 (Tables 3-13 and 3-14) and annual 
environmental monitoring reports issued by DOE 
describe the extent of contamination from prior 
operations. Section 4.1 presents project 
environmental impacts from continued reactor 
operation. 



The increased cancer (excess fatality) risk to tl 
population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of SR 
resulting from the operation of K-, L^, and 

P-Reactors would be 0.0088 {8.8 x 10"*" 5 ) per year 
one additional cancer death every 110 years. Th 
calculated total cancer fatalities per year in tl 
1980 population of 589,800, based on the annual 
juorjno U.S. cancer fatal it" risk are about 1*1 
Please see Section 4.1.6 of the EIS and Table 2- 
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This Environmental Impact Statement is filled with the word 
"PLAN." On page 2-59 we are told the panel plans to complete its 
review before resuming production. Also, DOE p_lajis_ to finish 
replacing the existing rod positioning instruments with solid state 
components. Life is filled with plans that are not fulfilled. I 
planned to arrive an hour earlier this morning but traffic 
interfered with my plans. Vihen dealing with nuclear reactors the 
verb plan is not sufficient. 

On pages 2-74 through 2-82 we are given the comparison of 
Impacts of Alternatives. Alternative 3, which is Termination of K, 
L, and P reactors, would mean no thermal discharges, no groundwater 
seepages, significantly less usage of water, diminishing erosion, 
recovery of habitat and ecosystems, diminishing aquatic chemical 
concentration, elimination of liquid effluents, substantial 
reduction in generation of solid, domestic, and hazardous wastes 
-but to be the most important of all is Mfl Cancer Risks fiiifi ifl. 



9 Radioactive Releases ! ! ! ! ! 
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STATEMENT OF ELVIRA THOMPSON 
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MS. THOMPSON: My name is Elvira Thompson. I don't represent 
anyone. I am a member of Greenpeace, but I am just representing 
myself as a U.S. citizen. 

My speech is going to be very, very short. It means no more 
nuclear weapons. We live on the planet Earth. The longer we use 
it, the more we try to destroy it. No more nuclear weapons. Bear 
with my accent, okay? 

The U.S. government, including the president, has no way or no 
means to clean up the Savannah River Site after the meltdown. Just 
think about Chernobyl. I think everybody is thinking of Chernobyl. 
Our government cannot control the savings and loan institutions, the 
drug traffic in our air space or coastal water, our borders and our 
highways. Our government cannot help save the American farmers. 
Our government could not help save the two whales in Alaska. Our 
government could not Exxon and the Valdez oil spill that 
contaminated our seas. Our government cannot prevent a nuclear 
accident at the Savannah reactors. 

No more nuclear weapons. We want protection from our 
government. We don't want excuses from our senators. No more 
nuclear weapons. We don't want excuses from our representatives. 
No more nuclear weapons. We demand a government for the people, by 
the people and, we, the people say no more nuclear weapons. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



Because the nuclear and physical-chemical 
characteristics of the SRS reactors are 
fundamentally different from those of the Chernobyl 
reactors, similar accidents at SRS reactors are 
physically impossible. 



Thank you- 
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COMMENTS OF MRS. ELVIRA E. THOMPSON 

115 E Steele Drive 

Summerville, SC 29483 

No more Nuclear Weapons. We live in the Planet Earth. The 
longer we use it the more we try to destroy it. 

"No More Nuclear Weapons." The U.S Government, including, the 
President, has no way, or no means, to clean up the Savannah 
Reactors after a Melt Down. (Just think of CHERNOVOL). Our 
Government can not control the saving and loans institutions. The 
Drug Trafficing within our air space, our coastal waters our borders 
or our hiways. 

Our Government can not help save the American Farmers. 

" Our Government could not save the two whales in Alaska. 

^ Our Government could not control Exxon and the Valdiz oil spill 

contaminates our seas. 

Our Government can not prevent a nuclear accident at the 
Savannah Reactor. 

No More Nuclear Weapons. We want protection from our 
Government. 

Mo More Nuclear Weapons. We don't want excuses from our 
senators. 

No More Nuclear Weapons. We dont want excuses from our 
Representatives. 

No More Nuclear Weapons. 

We demand a Government for the People By the People, and we the 
People say 

No More Nuclear Weapons. 

Thank you. 
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C- 15-01 



Summary of paper entitled 

Comments on the Mav 1990 EIS 

Regarding Operation of the 

K. L. and P Reactors 

at Savannah River Plant 

By Dr. Karl Z. Morgan 

May 25, 1990 

This Environmental Impact Statement [EIS] is very poorly 
prepared. It does not have unbiased and scholarly input by highly 
qualified independent scientists and engineers. Of the 39 persons 
preparing the report only 3 have the PhD degree and none of them is 
a certified health physicist. None is an outstanding radiobiologist 
or a specialist in internal dose. 

One of the principal reasons for operating the Savannah River 
Plant [SRP] reactors is to produce plutonium-238 for thermocouple- 
produced electricity for satellites and "Star Wars" but such uses 
are extremely dangerous and should be reconsidered. The present 
maximum permissible concentration (MPC in uCi/cc) for Pu-238 is too 
high by a factor of 11,000 in air and 7,000 in water. The MPC 
values for PU-239 are too high by a factor of 6,000 in air and 5,000 
in water. The MPC values used for tritium are 90 times too high in 
air. The reasons for these large factors of underestimated 
radiation-risk are lack of recognition of larger migration factors, 
chemical forms, larger body uptake, larger RBE (relative biological 
effectiveness) values, changes from ICRP-2 (International Commission 
on Radiological Protection) to ICRP-30, greater cancer risk 
estimates in BEIR V (Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation) than 
in BEIR III, etc. 

Although top management at SRP has changed, some of the group 
leaders, section chiefs and supervisors are the same or are of 
similar motivation. That is they are the same persons that claimed 
radiation levels 40 times background around reactors K, L, and P on 
March 14, 1955 were caused by fallout from the Nevada Weapons Test 
Site; a cloud of dust traveled 2,000 miles across the U. S. and 
settled directly over reactors K, L, and P with concentric isopleth 
closed dose circles surrounding these reactors - a modern miracle! 



DOE uses the most current recommendations of 
cognizant national and international radiation 
protection organizations for the assessments of 
dose and the consequent health effects. These 
organizations have not accepted Dr. Morgan's current 
opinions. 
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The release rate of 197,000 Ci of H-3 {tritium) per year by 
reactors K, L, and P given in this EIS is shocking. It would 
require a circular lake 63.5 miles in diameter and an average depth 
of 1 meter to reduce the annual H-3 discharge to the Environmental 
Protection Agency limit of 4 mrem for potable water. One meter 
(39.77 inches) is not far from the rainfall per year in South 
Carolina and Georgia. There was a long delay (years) in the 
Department of Energy/Nuclear Regulatory Commission-plan to evaporate 
cleanup water at TMI-2 and release only 17,000 Ci of H-3 to the 
environment because people living nearby did not wish to accept an 
increased cancer risk and genetic and teratogenetic damage to their 
children. Here this problem is 11.6 times more serious. 



This EIS does not provide backup and source data by which a 
person can check the estimated releases and doses to the plant 
workers and members of the public. Thus we at this hearing are 
being asked "Do we trust and have faith in what is presented to us 
by these 39 people?" We cannot answer, "Our estimates and 
calculations do or don't agree." Even if we were provided the 
source data, it originates in considerable part from SRP health 
physicists and they are the ones who testify in court against the 
workers and members of the public who seek compensation for 
radiation damage. A few months ago in Columbia, S. C, the 
Secretarial Panel for the evaluation of Epidemiological Research 
Activities (SPEERA) recommended that epidemiological research be 
supported by the Department of Health and Human Services and no 
longer by the Department of Energy [DOE]. For similar reasons 
health physicists at SRP and other DOE operations should report to 
DHHS. 

In conclusion I recommend that K, L, and P not be operated and 
that further consideration of their operations not be made unless 
and until an EIS is published by a competent and properly selected 
group of scientists and engineers and in no case should approval be 
given before Dr. Alice Stewart has completed the epidemiological 
study of SRP workers and similar study of members of the public 
living near SRP is completed. 



Karl Z. Morgan 



The cited tritium release is to the atmosphere, not 
in liquid waste; accordingly, it would be more 
appropriate to compare the atmospheric volume 
required for dilution. Using an average atmospheric 
mixing depth of 500 meters (Section 3.5.4 of the 
EIS), it would require the air over SRS to be 
replaced about 50 times a year to dilute the annual 
release to below the EPA NESHAPS of 10 millirem per 
year; because the mean site wind speed is 3.25 
meters per second {Section 3.5.2), the air over the 
Site is replaced about every 8 hours, on average, or 
more than 1,000 times a year. 

NEPA regulations require DOE to make public all 
documents and sources of information referenced in 
the EIS. As noted in the Foreword to the EIS, DOE 
placed these references in Public Reading Rooms when 
it issued the EIS for the benefit of those requiring 
more technical detail or source data on particular 
subjects. 



As noted in Appendix B (Section B.1.5), Oak Ridge 
Associated Universities published an epidemiological 
study of SRS workers in 1988, and a follow-up study 
is under way. Section B.1.5 also describes the past 
epidemiological studies of the public in the SRS 
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vicinity, which have not indicated any unusual 
health effects associated with SRS operations. An 
independent study by the National Institutes of 
Health - National Cancer Institute reported cancer 
incidence in populations around commercial and 
government reactors {Jablon, S-, et al . , 1990, 
Cancer in Populations Living Near Nuclear 
Facilities , National Institutes of Health, National 
Cancer Institute, Washington, D.C.). 
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Comments on the May 1990 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Operation of the K,L and P Reactors at Savannah River Plant 

Dr. Karl Z. Morgan 

Atlanta, Georgia 

May 24, 1990 

Introduction: I have made a hurried examination of the Hay 1990 
draft EIS regarding operation of the Savannah River Plant's K, L, 
and P reactors and am not favorably impressed with the quality, 
credibility, or usefulness of this report. Perhaps, however, this is 
the best one could expect when it is noted that of the 39 persons 
acknowledged as authors of the report, only three have PhD degrees. 
I was surprised also to find that although the crux of the report 
was the dose and health risks to workers and members of the public 
from ionizing radiation exposure, not a single author is a certified 
health physicist (the profession that specializes specifically in 
effects of radiation dose) and none of the authors is a recognized 
radiobiologist or a person specializing in internal dose — the 
principal question at issue. 

The list of recipients of the report does not include persons who 
have through the years criticized SRP for its radiation hazards and 
testified in court or public hearings in opposition to unsound 
practices of SRP — persons such as Edward P. Radford, Alice Stewart, 
Arjun Makhijani, Brent Blackwelder, Bernd Franke, and myself, only 
to mention a few. 

In view of the high background levels and high excursion levels 
of radioactivity reported at SRP and environs in the past, it would 
hardly be short of a miracle if the population dose to the projected 
850,000 persons living within 80 km in year 2000 could be kept to 
21.4 person-rem per year from atmospheric releases and the drinking 
water dose to persons beyond 80 km to 9.3 person-rem (Sec. 4.1.2.3 
of the EIS) But perhaps miracles do happen at SRP. One of the most 
remarkable miracles occurred on March 14, 1955 as discovered by 
Bernd Franke and Robert Alvarez. 1 DuPont (the operator of SRP at the 
that time) recorded dose rates near reactors K,L and P that were 
approximately 40 times background and levels of over 10 times 
background out to 80 km. However, DuPont reported that this activity 
did not result from an "incident" at SRP but was the result of 



The EIS addresses all environmental, health, and 
safety impacts of the continued operation of K-, L-, 
and P-Reactors, and relies on referenced documents 
prepared by a large number of professionals 
qualified in a wide variety of technical and 
scientific disciplines, including health physics. 

DOE makes the EIS available to any member of the 
public who requests a copy. DOE does not maintain a 
listing of its critics. 



'("External Gamma Radiation around the Savannah River Plant," Bernd 
Franke and Robert Alvarez, AMBIO, Vol. 14 no. 2 (1985). 
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fallout from a Teapot/Hornet nuclear test explosion from a 90 m 
tower at the Nevada Weapons Test Site. Franke and Alvarez plotted 
the dose rate values (as measured by the SRP health physicists) on a 
map extending from 20 miles to the west of Augusta, Georgia to 10 
miles east of Orangeburg, S.C. (a linear distance of 135 miles) and 
drew lines on the map connecting locations of equal dose rates 
(isopleth lines) and the lines all formed irregular circles around 
the K, L and P reactors (they circumscribed reactor K,L and P). In 
other words OuPont argued that the fallout cloud traveled 2,000 
miles across the US and fell smack over SRP. Perhaps such 
atmospheric miracles had not occurred since thousands Of years ago 
when "Moses stretched out his hand over the sea, and the Lord caused 
the sea to go back — and the children of Israel went into the midst 
of the sea upon dry ground; and the waters were a wall unto them on 
their right hand, and on their left" (from Exodus 14, vs 21 & 22). 

The EIS does not provide input data that can be used by an 
independent group of scientists and engineers (a group without a 
conflict of interest) to estimate the annual population dose 
(person-rem) so one is tempted to ask, "Were the group of 39 persons 
preparing the EIS and the committees of DOE and NRC that evaluated 
this EIS selected by the Tompkins Procedure?" The Tompkins Procedure 
is as follows, "The basic approach to the report would be to start 
with a simple, straightforward statement of conclusions. We would 
then identify the major questions that could be expected to be 
raised in connection with these conclusions. It would then be a 
straightforward matter to select the key scientific consultants 
whose opinions should be sought in order to substantiate the 
validity of the conclusions or recommend appropriate 
modification," — from a letter from Dr. Paul C. Tompkins, Deputy 
Director of Division of Radiation Protection Standards, dated 
September 25, 1962 to Atomic Energy Commissioner Haworth with copies 
to chairman Seaborg. 

Perhaps the DOE would rebut the above references to the 
Tompkins Procedure by a comment such as "well that was the bad 
situation with our predecessor the old AEC. Things such as this or 
the internal release of thousands of curies of iodine -131 at 
Hanford Works to investigate the feasibility of using fission 
products in conjunction with chemical warfare could not happen now 
with DOE and its present contractors in charge." (Remember, the 
total release of 1-131 in the Three Mile Island (TMI) accident is 



Please see the response to Comment C-15-03 on input 
documents used in support of the EIS. 
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estimated at only 17 curies). I do not agree, however, with such a 
retort because of the many skeletons that have been found recently 
hanging in the DOE closets. The most tightly locked closet to which 
I have been exposed recently related to the DOE refusal to turn over 
to the TMI Public Health Fund (TMI-PHF) radiation records of workers 
at SRP, Hanford, Oak Ridge, Los Alamos, Rocky Flats, Mound, etc. for 
independent epidemiological analysis by the renowned epidemiologist, 
Alice Stewart. 

Following the TMI accident, over a decade ago, there was a 
court hearing in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania before Judge Rambo 
relating to damage from the reactor accident. The sole witnesses 
that offered testimony were Dr. Victor P. Bond for the defense and 
myself for the plaintiffs. Mr. Harkins was the defense lawyer and 
Mr. David Berger the plaintiff lawyer in this class action suit. We 
were awarded $20 million to cover damage to businesses and others in 
the fallout area at the time of the accident and $5 million for 
, educational purposes and research relating to the radiation risks 

£ associated with the accident. The David Berger law firm was to 

S administer these funds. It handled directly the $20 million for 

early damages but set up the Three Mile Island Public Health Fund 
(TMI-PHF) committee with me as chairman to assist in administration 
of the Fund. Other members of the TMI-PHF committee are renowned 
scientists and doctors: Prof. Dean Abrahamson, Dr. John Cobb, Dr. 
Thomas Cochran, Dr. H.J. Gieger, Prof. I. McHarg, Dr. Edward P. 
Radford and Prof. G. Woodwell with Dr. J. Berger, Secretary. We (the 
TMI-PHF) have let a number of research contracts on dose 
reconstruction, internal dose, emergency planning, etc., a number of 
which have been completed. One of the contracts was for $1.4 million 
to Dr. Alice Stewart to conduct an independent epidemiological study 
of the occupational exposure records as they relate to mortality 
records of SRP and of the other DOE laboratories and production 
facilities. The past few years have been a period of extreme 
frustration and discouragement for our TMI-PHF committee and the 
Bergers who have been forced to make use of the Freedom of 
Information Act and every imaginable legal leverage to pry the data 
from the secret files (skeleton closets) of the DOE. Each punch the 
Dan Berger made was like pounding a jelly fish — a big dent was made 
but then the DOE returned seemingly as invulnerable as ever. 
Finally, last week the battle was won (or I believe it was) and DOE 
is now in the process of releasing this data to the TMI-PHF. This 
exasperating struggle with the DOE has probably cost Dan Berger a 
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few years of his life and all who value democracy and justice in our 
courts owe him an expression of gratitude. 

How this victory over the might DOE finally came about deserves 
a word of explanation. When the new Secretary of Energy, James D. 
Watkins, came into office recently and was confronted with a blast 
of misdeeds by the AEC, DOE and their contractors, he indicated his 
desire to make sweeping amends. In addressing this TMI-PHF problem 
he set up a Secretarial Panel for the Evaluation of Epidemiologic 
Research Activities (SPEERA) with Dr. Kristine Gebbie chairwoman and 
indicated he intended to abide by its recommendation. For this, all 
who seek an independent and more credible evaluation of the risk 
from chronic, low level exposure to ionizing radiation are 
exceedingly grateful to Secretary Watkins. 

In the early session of the SPEERA meeting in Columbia, S.C. in 

February 1990 it looked for a while that we had lost our battle and 
^ SPEERA would recommend the status quo. It was then that the TMI-PHF 

» and Dan Berger played our trump card. We had known for some time of 

^ "irregularities" in the behavior of DOE and its contractors in the 

treatment of epidemiological data on radiation workers and the worst 

case of which we were aware was the treatment of Or. Gregg Wilkinson 

when he was employed as a senior epidemiologist at Los Alamos 

National Laboratory. Or. Wilkinson was put on the stand at the 

Columbia hearings where he related that his studies at Los Alamos 

found an excess of cancers of brain, esophagus, stomach, colon and 

prostate of workers at the Rocky Flats Plant where they make 

triggers from plutonium and tritium provided by SRP and Hanford. 

Rocky Flats was a subcontractor of Los Alamos and officials of Los 

Alamos and DOE berated and pressured Wilkinson to suppress or alter 

his findings and finally after demotion he left Los Alamos. This 

apparently broke an Achilles' heel of DOE and changed the tide. The 

recommendation of SPEERA now is that all research on radiation dose 

reconstruction and long-term health effects from working in or 

living near weapons plants be transferred to another federal agency 

that has no direct connection with weapons production; presumably 

this agency is the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). 

The Problem in the Rest art and Op eration of K.L and P Reactors at SRP 

The above mentioned victory of the TMI-PHF in no way solves all 
the problems or clears the way for immediate restart of the K, L, 
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and P reactors. Neither does it solve some major problems of 
radiation exposure at other DOE operations and in other areas such 
as exposure of atomic veterans, natives in the South Pacific weapons 
test area and workers at the Nevada Test Site and families and 
farmers and ranchers that were clobbered with radiation fallout 
during the infamous period of atmospheric testing of nuclear 
weapons. This victory, however, is a first step forward in the hope 
that Secretary Watkins' promise will shortly bring about other badly 
needed corrections. A major problem that demands correction is in 
the collection, interpretation, management and use of basic 
radiation exposure data not only when we face the question of 
restart and operation of reactors K, L and P but when workers and 
neighbors of SRP and others exposed to DOE generated ionizing 
radiation (atomic veterans, fallout victims, test site workers, 
radiation workers at nuclear power plants, weapons plants and 
national laboratories and members of the neighboring public) seek 
compensation for radiation injury. As it now stands it is virtually 
l impossible for any of these plaintiffs of radiation injury to 

en receive compensation when their cases go to court. The difficulty is 

5> that the health physicists that collect radiation exposure data and 

interpret it in depositions and in court cannot be relied on because 
they have a serious conflict of interest. This is a situation 
similar o that faced by Dr. Wilkinson when he was working at Los 
Alamos. Hany a health physicist has been passed over at promotion 
time or some have lost their jobs when they failed to depreciate 
radiation risks sufficiently or when they reported dangerous 
radiation hazards. It is virtually impossible for a radiation victim 
or his widow to find a health physicist that will testify in court 
on his or her behalf regarding a radiation injury but there are 
thousands of health physicists on tap, ready and anxious to testify 
on behalf of the defense, i.e. to protect the national laboratory, 
the nuclear weapons plant or the nuclear power plant from liability 
for radiation injury. (See attachment 1, "The Viewpoint and 
Experience of a Scientist Who Has Been a Plaintiffs' Expert Witness 
in Hany Radiation Cases," by Karl Morgan, International Perspectives 
in Public Health, Vol. 4, Issue 1, Spring 1988). In our democratic 
society one might suppose he could find support and help in 
obtaining justice for radiation injury or injustices of the DOE from 
our Department of Justice but just the contrary is true. Mr. Don 
Jose of the DOJ not only acted as defense lawyer for parties 
attempting compensation for radiation induced cancer but organized 
courses in several states to train health physicists and lawyers in 
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methods by which industry and the government would win in radiation 
damage cases. I have testified in court and offered depositions and 
other assistance in over 150 cases of radiation injury and been 
opposed by health physicists testifying for the defense who offer 
testimony under oath that even defies the basic laws of physics and 
chemistry only to have the judge in his written decision praise the 
testimony of these health physicists and deride me for my testimony 
and subject me to character assassination even after admitting he 
did not understand my testimony for "it might as well have been in 
Greek." I was a principal organizer of the Health Physics Society 
and its first president and was then proud of it as a scientific and 
professional organization but alas, now I must recognize it is a 
trade union of DOE and the union that heels to the wishes of DOE and 
the nuclear industry and of its satellites such as the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and the Veterans Administration. 

In this case the SRP EIS is based on data collected by SRP 
health physicists and interpreted by 39 persons only 3 of which have 
the PhD degree. No basic data is provided in the EIS on which one 
can check calculations and suppositions. The only way a scientist 
or an honest citizen could approve this EIS is by faith in the 
knowledge, expertise and honesty of the SRP health physicists who 
collected the data and these 39 persons, all of whom have a conflict 
of interest. 

Another problem with this EIS is that it considers the 
radiation protection standards adopted by the DOE as set by the 
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) and the 
U.S. National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurement (NCRP) 
as gospel truth. Nothing could be more in fault- (See Attachment 2, 
"ICRP Risk Estimates — An Alternative View," by Karl Z. Morgan, 
chapter 11 in book Radiation and Health, edited by R.R. Jones and 
S. Southwood, J. Wiley & Sons, 1987). If all members of ICRP and 
NCRP resigned who work for the nuclear industry or receive research 
funds from it, both would be ghost organizations with very few if 
any members. 

One of the major health problems associated with SRP is the 
production of plutonium-238. A publication by W.S. Snyder, M.R. Ford 
and myself in 1964 indicated the hazards of Pu-238 were 150 times 
that of Pu-239. ("Relative Hazard of the Various Radioactive 
Materials," Health Physics Journal Vol. 10, p. 151, 1964). One of 



Please see the response to Comment C-15-03 on input 
documents used in support of the EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C— 1 5—01 on 
radiation protection organizations. 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment _ 

Number Comment Response 



the principal purposes for the operation of SRP is the production of 
Pu-238 {86.4 year half life) for use in thermocouple generators to 
furnish non-propulsion power in satellites and for "Star Wars." I 
prepared testimony opposing this use of Pu-238 in the Galileo 
satellite mission to Jupiter. (See Attachment 3, "A Quick Look at 
Some of the Radiation Hazards Associated with the Galileo Mission," 
Sept. 19, 1989). This satellite is designed to swing around Venus to 
gain energy by the slingshot principle, then back around the earth 
and then fly off with enough energy to reach Jupiter. It carries 50 
pounds of Pu-238 in its generators. Should any of its solid state 
navigation instrumentation malfunction, for example, due to 
excessive heating as it slings around Venus, it could be a few 
degrees off course as it makes its second sling around the earth and 
enter the earth's atmosphere. It would be incinerated, falling all 
over the earth as radioactive dust. This 50 pounds of plutonium 
should be compared with the 38 pounds (17.2 kilograms) of plutonium 
already on the earth from atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons 
^ contributed by the folly of five nations when they tested nuclear 

o-> weapons without regard to fallout and induced cancers in people all 

5 over the earth. This serious accident with Galileo could result in 

Pu-238 in the lungs of millions of people and cause thousands of 
deaths. I hope and pray Galileo stays on course. 

The DOE sent a copy of my testimony in opposition to this risky 
use of Pu-238 to the NCRP for comment and the chairman of the NCRP 
made erroneous comments about my testimony and endorsed this use of 
Pu-238. Thus it happens that NCRP that sets the radiation standards 
of DOE, NRC, and SRP in the U.S. cannot be considered an independent 
scientific body but in considerable part an organization like ICRP 
to depreciate radiation risks and lend support to nuclear industry. 
This, however, should not be a surprise when one notes that NCRP 
receives financial support from DOE and other government agencies, 
e.g. it received grants of $280,125 from DOE last year. Perhaps at 
this point it would be applicable and sobering to recall the advice 
given to members of the Health Physics Society in 1971 when Dr. D.W. 
Moeller, incoming president of the society and later chairman of the 
ACRS, urges society members to "speak out and make known our 
positions on such issues as nuclear power safety and radiation 
protection guides" and "Let's all put our mouth where our money is." 
How many pieces of silver does it take to buy a health physicist? 

The risks of internal dose from all isotopes of plutonium are 
extremely serious and have been vastly underestimated by these 
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standards setting bodies from the beginning of the nuclear age. So 
far as I have been able to detenaine I published the first paper in 
scientific journals showing how to calculate internal dose from the 
various radionuclides ("Tolerance Concentrations of Radioactive 
Substances," K.Z. Morgan, Journal of Physical & Colloid Chemistry, 
Vol. 51, p. 984, 1947). In this I showed that internal dose from 
plutonium is very hazardous and I concluded this from the limited 
rat data then on Pu-239 (only data on 3 rats that were administered 
Pu-239). The rat study was conducted by Dr. Joseph Hamilton using 
Pu-239 produced in the Berkley University cyclotron. The values I 
published for Pu-239 MPCs (maximum permissible concentration) were 
2.5 x 10~ 9 uCi/cc of air and 2 x 10~^ uCi/cc of water. 

Later (1959) when more data were available the ICRP and NCRP 
committees, both of which X was chairman, showed that plutonium 
radionuclides were even more hazardous than thought to be the case 
o in 1947 so we reduced the MPC to 2 x 10~ 12 uCi/cc in air and IQ -4 

^ uCi/cc in water and food for Pu-238, 239 and 240. (ICRP-2 in 1959 

p and NCRP HB #52 in 1953) These were reductions by factors of 1,250 

and 20 respectively when more but meager human date were available. 
In 1975 I made a detailed study of plutonium and indicated the 
ICRP-2 vales should be further reduced by a factor of at least 200- 
{ "Suggested Reduction of Permissible Exposure to Plutonium and Other 
Transuranium Elements," by K.Z. Morgan, American Industrial Hygiene 
Association Journal, 567, August 1975). needless to say this caused 
some flack in the halls of the nuclear zealots and my suggestion was 
ignored by application of the Tompkins Procedure mentioned above. 
More recently Dr. Still wagon and I published a paper showing MPC 
values of Pu-239 were indeed too large by at least 2 orders of 
magnitude ("In-situ Dosimetry of Pu-239 in Bone Using Polycarbonate 
Foils and Electrochemical Etching, " by 6.B. Still wagon and K.Z. 
Morgan, International Perspectives in Public Health, Vol. 5, Issue 
1, Summer 1989.) 

In 1979 ICRP recognized the risks of radiation induced cancer 
were greater than they were considered to be when ICRP-2 (1959) was 
published but by a perverted set of arguments actually increased MPC 
values for most of the radionuclides. (See Table 3 in Attachment 2>. 
I was appalled by this move of ICRP but by then I was only an 
emeritus member of ICRP and my vote hardly counted. On the following 
page I list changes (factors of increase showing MPC values in the 
1959 ICRP-2 and in the 1979 ICRP-30 for a few of the radionuclides. 
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Radionuclide Values of HPC given in uCi/cc Factor of 
(half-life, v) In ICRP-Z (1959) In ICRP-30 (1979 Increase 



H-3 (12.26) 
C-14 (5,730) 
S-3S (0.24) 
Co-58 (0.20) 
Co-60 (5.26) 
1-131 (0.022) 
Cs-134 (2.05) 
Cs-137 (30) 
Pu-238 (86.4) 
Pu-239 (24,390) 
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On Hay 4, 1988 I sent a letter to Mr. Lendo W. Zech, Jr. 
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Courission (See Attachment 4 - 
Zech, Hay 4, 1988) deploring the decision of the NRC staff to adopt 
the values of ICRP-30 but never received the courtesy of a reply. So 
now when SRP should tighten its safety measures by lowering the HPC 
values, it has instead relaxed its safety measure and increased the 
MPC values finding it easier to stay under the wire. 

In order not to prolong this discussion, I reluctantly am not 
mentioning some very serious problems with radionuclides such as 
carbon-14 and am limiting it ti three radionuclides (Pu-239, Pu-239, 
and H-3). But before leaving the discussion of the mounting 
realization of terrific hazards of plutonium we should recall a 
paper by R.P. Larsen and R.O. Oldham ("Plutonium in Drinking Water: 
Effects of Chi ori nation on its Maximum Permissible Concentration, 
Science, Vol. 201, p. 1008, Sept. 1978). This paper also stirred up 
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a hornets nest because it indicated when plutonium was ingested in 
rats the retention was 0.006% in the Pu (III) state, 0.001% in the 
Pu (IV) state and 1.75% in the Pu (VI) state, while in setting the 
MPC for plutonium ICRP in 1959 we had assumed a bone retention for 
Pu of 0.0024%. The problem was that Pu in drinking water is in the 
Pu (VI) state (1.75% retention) but when food is ingested along with 
the contaminated water it goes into the Pu (IV) state (0.001%). 
Needless to say this problem was easily solved by the Tompkins 
procedure and now ICRP-30 and DOE use 0.001%. 

Tritium H-3 has always been sort of an outsider. For example, 
it often shows an isotope effect because (H-3/H-l)=3 whereas it is 
small for all other elements, e.g. (Sr-90/ (Sr-89)=1 .01 , 
(Cs-137)/(Cs-134)=1.02, etc. It is the only radionuclide for which 
we assume as much is taken into the body via skin penetration as by 
inhalation. It is the most invasive of all radionuclides and 
distributes itself rather uniformly to all organs and all body 
tissues on a uCi/g basis. It presents a somatic, genetic and 
teratogenic risk. It cannot be separated from liquid waste by 
evaporation, a process used to concentrate most radionuclides, 
of the major forms of damage from H-3 id that when it is 
incorporated in the nucleus of a body cell and emits its beta 
particle. It becomes a helium atom, i.e. 3 H->B + 3 He + V. This 
genetic chain now looses information by the loss of a hydrogen atom 
that is converted into helium gas. 

During the two decades I was a full member of ICRP there was 
constant pressure to set the RBE (relative biological effectiveness) 
at 1 rather than 1.7 as given in ICRP-2. The H-3 emits a very low 
energy beta of only 18.6 KeV and thus with its slow-moving velocity 
it takes more time to pass an atom of tissue giving a far greater 
chance of pushing an electron out of a tissue atom, i.e. its 
specific ionization (ip/cm) is large and approaches that of the 
alpha particles from plutonium, i.e. its specific ionization is 
about 10% that of Pu-239 alphas. This alone is sufficient reason why 
the RBE of H-3 betas should be at least 1.7. The ICRP Internal Dose 
Committee of which I was chairman made an extensive study of the 
scientific literature on the damage caused by H-3 and we found 
studies indicating an RBE from 1 to 5. Unfortunately, there was 
pressure to do away with our RBE of 1.7. One ICRP member even went 
so far as to lament the difficulties they were having in keeping 
down to the H-3 MPC in their weapons plant and our lowering the RBE 



The EIS uses ICRP-30 dose conversion factors 
modified by ICRP-48 recommendations to account for 
higher systemic uptake from the gastrointestinal 
tract. 
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to 1 would be a great help. And so the RBE of H-3 is now set at 1 
and this is what is being used in this SRP EIS.. Thus the way of 
reducing an increasing risks in weapons production plant has been to 
get ICRP and NCRP to relax radiation protection standards, raise the 
MPC values and have them adopted by DOE and NRC. 

It is noted in Table 4-3 of the EIS that the expected annual 
release to the atmosphere of H-3 is 197,000 Ci. I consider this 
outrageous. The 41.7 Ci annual release of C-14 is very bad also, but 
I will not take time to discuss this here. In order to reduce the 
air concentration to a level corresponding to the EPA exposure level 
of 25 mrem/y, this requires 1-37 x 10' 3 m 3 of air 
{13,700,000,000,000 m 3 ). Or it would require. a circular lake one 
meter deep and 63.5 miles in diameter to dilute this water to the 
EPA level of 4 mrem/y for drinking water. For comparison, as 
chairman of the TMI-PHF I was very concerned regarding plans of the 
NRC and DOE to evaporate the TMI-2 liquid waste and release the H-3 
into the atmosphere. However, it involved at most only about 17,000 
Ci, not 197,000 Ci - Attachments 5, 6 and 7 indicate what I had to 
say against this release at TMI-2 and most of this applies to 
releases at SRP in the present case. . 

Conclusions 

1) This EIS is very poorly prepared and does not have the 
unbiased and scholarly input of highly qualified, independent 
scientists. 

2) A major reason for operating reactors K, L, and P is the 
production of Pu-238 for thermocouple generators used in space 
exploration and "Star Wars." Solar energy should be used for earth 
orbiting satellites and radionuclides that are less hazardous than 
Pu-238 should be used for missions to the outer planets and beyond. 
(See attachments 5, 6 and 7) Plans for "Star Wars" should be 
discontinued. So, there may be very little need for Pu-238, perhaps 
the most dangerous substance known. 

3) Account is not taken of the fact that BEIR V completely 
outdates and makes obsolete BEIR III and all the DOE, EPA and NRC 
radiation standards on which this EIS is based. Several recent 



Please see the response to Comment C-15-01 on 
radiation protection organizations. 



Please see the response to Comment C-15-02 on 
atmospheric releases. 



Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of IOnizing Radiation 
Radiation, BEIR V, Committee on the Biological Effects of Ionizing 
Radiations, Board on Radiation Effects, Research Commission on Life 
Sciences National Research Council, 1990. 
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publications show that if one considers the slope of the curve of 
cancer versus dose at low doses for Hiroshima and Nagasaki the 
BEIR V Report underestiamtes the cancer risk by a favor of 2 to 30 
(See John W. Gofman, "Warning from the A-Bomb Study about Low and 
Slow Radiation Exposures, Health Physics, 117, January 1989; Rudi H. 
Nussbaum, "New Data Inconsistent with Scientific Consensus on Low 
Radiation Cancer Risks," Health Physics, 961, June 1989; K.Z. 
Morgan, "The Effect of Low Level Radiation," Health Physics 964, 
June 1989 and R.H. Nussbaum, "Direct Estimates of Cancer Risk at Low 
Doses from Recent Mortality Statistics of A-Bomb Survivors [in 
publication]}. However, the BEIR V report is a giant step forward 
and the SRP EIS should keep pace. Cancer risk values from BEIR III 
and BEIR V and ratios are as follows. 

Cancer Risk (0 = radiation induced cancer/rem) as given on page 
176 of BEIR V Report for a single exposure. 





from BEIR III 


from 


BEIR V 






Male 




Femal es 


Male 




Females 


Leukemia 


2.74 x 


lO" 5 


1.86 x 10" 5 


1.18 x 


lO" 4 
lO" 4 

io- 4 


8.00 x 


Nonleukemia 


4.21 x 


10" b 


6.25 x 10" 5 


6.60 x 


7.3 x 


Total Cancer 


6.95 x 


10" 5 


8.38 x 1(T 5 


7.70 x 


8.10 x 






Ratios 


BEIR V 
BEIR III 










Male 


Female Total 








Leukemia 


4.0 


4.3 


4.2 








Nonleukemia 


15.7 


11.2 


13.4 








Total Cancer 


11.1 


9.7 


10.4 









-5 
-4 
-4 
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As indicated by the above table, BEIR V increases the risk of 
radiation induced cancer above that of BEIR III by an overall factor 
of 10.4 and since BEIR V underestimates the risk by a factor of 2 to 



See "Radiation Induced Cancer from Low-Dose Exposure: An 
Independent Analysis," John W. Gofman, C.N.R. Book Div. P.O. Box 
11207, San Francisco, CA 94101. This details a number of flaws in 
BEIR-V and underestimates of risk. 
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3, all risk estimates applied to doses in the SRP EIS must be 
increased by a factor of 10.4 x (2 to 3) = 21 to 31 (avg. 21). 
subnote 2, Gofman for details. 



■See 



Similarly the EPA limit of 25 mrem/y for persons living near a 
nuclear power plant and the 4 mrem/y for potable drinking water must 
be reduced to no more than 1.2 mrem/y and 0.2 mrem/y, respectively. 



4) The present MPC levels to which this EIS relates (ICRP-30) 
are too high. For example, the value for Pu is too high by a factor 
of at least 11,000 for Pu-238 in air and 7,000 for Pu-238 in water. 
The value for Pu-239 in air is high by a factor of 6,000 and 5,000 
in water. The MPC values for H-3 in air are too high by factors of 
about 90 in air and 60 in water. Note that these factors are less 
than the product of all the factors discussed in this report because 
some of the factors are interrelated. The principle reason the 

BEIR V cancer risk values are too low by a factor of 2 to 3 is that 
8EIR V ignores the fact that the cancer risk curve is supralinear at 
low doses (see attachment 2 and subnote 2, p. 9 Gofman). 

5) Although the SPEERA panel apparently will succeed in moving 
DOE epidemiological research from DOE supervision, a major problem 
still remains in that input exposure records are collected, 
interpreted and controlled by health physicists who report to the 
DOE contractors (in this case to SRP contractors). If DHHS is to 
supervise epidemiology research, perhaps also it should have about 
half of the health physicists at each plant (SRP in this case) under 
its own payroll . 

6) In the past SRP management has made claims that defy laws of 
physics and meteorology. How can we be assured things have changed; 
top management changes but some of the same group leaders, section 
chiefs and supervisors still work at SRP? 

7) Since there has never been an independent study of'the 
cancer risk at SRP and considering Dr. Stewart presumably will 
shortly have the dose and mortality data from SRP for her analysis, 
consideration of operation of these reactors should be delayed at 
least until this analysis is complete. 



As noted in Section 4.1.2.6, the cancer risk factor 
used in the EIS to estimate radiation-induced health 
effects is 4 x 10 per person-rem, or about half of 
that given for a single acute exposure in BEIR V. 
BEIR V also indicates (page 6) that "for low LET 
radiation, accumulation of the same dose over weeks 
or months, however, is expected to reduce the 
lifetime risk appreciably, possibly by a factor of 2 
or more." Thus the risk factor used in this EIS for 
normal releases of radioactive materials is 
consistent with the findings of the BEIR V committee, 

Please see the response to Comment C— 1 5—01 on 
radiation protection organizations. 



Please see the response to Comment C-15-04 on 
epi demi ol ogi cal studi es . 
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C-15-16 8) The EIS provides no basic or source data by which one can Please see the response to Comment C-15-03 on input 

judge the validity of dose and of health effects. Such data should documents used in support of the EIS. 
be provided to independent scientists and engineers before 
consideration to restart reactors K, L, and P. Perhaps DHHS could 
conduct an EIS study of the SRP when DR. Stewart completes her 
epidemiology study. 

9) Dose estimates from H-3, Pu-238, Pu-239+240 and C-14 are 
very critical from the standpoint of health effects to workers at 
SRP and to persons living in the neighborhood of the plant. These 
estimates should take into account the new risk estimates of BEIR V, 
corrections to BEIR V at low doses where the supralinear 
relationship maintains and consider the major adjustments that have 
been made to the MPCs of the radionuclides, especially in the case 
of Pu-238, Pu-239 and H-3. 



Karl Z. Morgan 
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Kir I I. Marian 
J9S< Ceitii-e,- Dr.v«, Atlanta, CA 1014), f.J.A. 



n 

i 



A 6 a trad - The U.S. Department of Juallc* ind the nuclear induatrr are Uimad up lo inaura 
Ibat pLainu/fa who allega radiation injur? da not win any aort caeee in Court- Afler luting 
aeveral cihi of injurr "> radiation workare, a.g. the nu or Keren Silkwood vi ti.fr McGa* or uf 
Kruabeck va now Chemical, tha Juatica Deparlaanl h-a ba*n giving leclurae in Mveral U.S. £illc* 
to lawvsre and health pliriicim on how beet tha Coyifnnnt and mduetrj can work logetnar to 
prevanl loams eaaaa in which ther ara eccuead of cauling radiation Injury. Tha incite ia to 
confuee lha Judge, tha jury and often tha plaintiff lawyer with halt trutha, nialeeding tl*teaw>nli 
and cluai ihat ara uiiirirr ta tcienlific f«t. Above all lha nut* of lha game '« character 
uauiuuiuw or tha pUuni.il' .ntnaaaee who at* aa (Milan aa u trv u> defend thoec wKo canaidtr 
Ihtaeelvee radiation ncliu. For example, in tha caaa Johnaon va lha U.S.. tha Judge wnB 
convinced that lha rotation eipoaure of lha plaintiffe ■■• negligible baeauBe whola body count! 
and auldpaiea Indicated no eccumulalad bodr burden or radium. Tha fe*l waa, howpver, thai tha 
tipoeuree war* not to radiun but to tha nob la gaa «n-222, a daughter product or Ra-m. Ona 
or tha dafenee minimi had daecnbed RaSOi na analogoua lo caltiua or CuSO.. The Judge 
daacribsd thia vitnail aa "highly cradibla and a aoal rafreahinf Kitnaai" and went on to 
aay"...if tha plaintiffe had received any eignificanl internal doae from alpha partulta frma 
inhaled or Ingeetad radium, a aubatantial portion of tha inhalad or ingeeted rediura would have 
baon depoeiled In tba.r bonee and would be Ih.re lodcy.* Unfortunately tha Judga (.»• nn 
recognition o( tha eeienlific fact that tha oolubiluy of CaSO. ia 100,000 llmec lhal at RnKO.. R 
ui lillla conaouHx.fi lo lha plaintiffe thai lha Judge adailled in ma writtan .Iti-i.irpii that my 
taauaony for lha plaintiff* "aay juel aa wall neve been reported in Graafc." The Jud»-* d*(««w« 
lha plaintiff witneaaaa by elating they >>n "dtceplivt, playing wild fluabtre, lh-r are nn-volled 
eiparta, tau(hm( atactt," ate whila praiaini lha dafanaa witnaiaaa aa "auparb, antiralr 
parauaaiva. rafraahinf, aiainant,'' ate. Tha JudK rinall' tndicatad Ma Iru* ubjactivc whim h« 
■ talad. "Th* para mount and obvioua avarridinl imartat haa baan to put u> raat onca and for all 
lha ukaa of Dra. Cofaan, Hsrfan and Johnaon [tha plaintiff vitnanaeal-" Dooa thia muan th< 
purpoaa of allowtnl thli caaa u> to* haard w*a to diacsurafa ua and all olhar polantial wiinniiaa 
from dafandlnf paraona who ur bava raeaivad radiation injur)- nulla asplorad in govarnnant 
•up port ad oparallonat 



purini tha aarly World Oar II panod vt rapid 
advaneaa in lhi( Atonic *(• lha U.S. Govarnmanl vai 
alAdal tha aala bana'actor and banavolant aupportar 
g( a'parmantal rtaaarch and anfinaarinf en aloaic 
anarff. Ita intaraat ataaotad priurilr from our 
intant on davaloping. taatmf and unnf tha atomic 
bomb aa a major alasanl in winnmc th* war. During 
ihi* pariod of aonopolr by tha Cwvarnaiant and 
aipoeiallr wiih ll(ht aacuritr It »*a common I r 
eonaidartd lo ba unpatriotic to au(f**t (Hal 
• apoaura to law lava la of lemtation radiation could 
6a harmful. Tha Covarnaanl l**r*d inal auch 
■ nformauon might alow dawn and aim mora colli)' 
:ht divalopmanl, rnanufaetura and muni at nuclnr 
waapon*. Parhapl aoma comprooiiBaa of juatica Lo 
iniurad partita, •.(. radiation vatarana and raaiauon 
workara, and daaiatlon (nJ* lha hl|h pnnciplai of 
darfiocracr wara warrantact during tA* ■truatfla or 
war but unfartunatalr thia did not lal up compltialr 
attar tha war. Undar lha blankat of iacunt> and 
aflan coll u» ion batwaan tha Covarnmant and induatrf 
wa hava had a continuation of eovar-upi. half 
trutha, falaa inforHatian and oiiatraataant of paopla 
it\ vhia cwintrT and aa«nd navivaa of tha ialand* at 
lha South Pacific. In mtnjr caaaa our Oovarnmant 
knowmflv aapoaad paopla u> lar(* doaaa of radiation 
and latar, whan auaatlonad, it daniad thia aapoaura 
-•a aiamfieant or could »• haraitul. u alia aanita 
that inaaa tipoauraa could hava Baan tha caua* of 



malifnanciaa now Ihowing up 1^. 20, a'nl 40 rrar*. 
latar. Sarvica nan. radiation wsrkiri and fannlm 
who llvad in haa>y radtaacllva fallout araaa and -Bo 
hava radiation inducad aujliinanciaa hava l.ul. 
chanca of (alUnd <■*" Oovarnmam lo accept ihi 
plama and provide conpanaation. 

Juct racantlr *• a raouli of daclu.aific.uiii, u r 
earlr daeuaanta wa laarnad of '.ha accret raiaaa<' of 
5,000 euriaa of 1-131 at lha Hanford ana in Dti.mljLf 
H4», apparanuv to taat Inatrumtnti and the lypa of 
fallout pailarn lhat could ba aiptcled ea ralaitd lo 
tarrain an4 mataorolofical conoitiona. Tha falLouL 

Orafon and Idaho provided ma gppoMunity to 
evaluate the uaa of weaia fiinon pruduela aa n 
poaaibla adjunct to chaaucal warfara. Aa a point uf 
eeoparieon tha currant aaliaata of raleaaa of I-1JI 
in tha Thrta Mile leland aecldenl le IS cunaa or II, i 
Kanford ralaata wae avar 100 timee (realer then thai 
at Thraa Mile I aland. Thia incident el Hanford <• 
- only lha tip of tha Icabarf ae wa (lanca hack over 
tha vtara and aa other pa(aa of hietorr are Brou,hi 
Into tha lie hi tor war of lha frtedo* of Inforaiatian 

Act. 

One of lha otoel diaturbing of the fmdinfi hui, 
baen infarwBuon about tha uat of very Large doath 
of aatarnai radiation on cancer petunia br ncaoii*. 
■cienlieta under cantract with l-c Pentagon. Thct.- 
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<jnlik*l r thay will bite tha hand mat lug, 
mem by helping you. ProBoiione. eeiary 
■ nereaaea. reaaarch fund* for tha profaaeor 
and hia graduate eluoente are 10 jeopardy if 
h* help* you. The health phjrMuti at the 
uiac* you worked hav* all your tipuurt 
record! and leg booke, »om* of which could o* 
incriminating tor his organiiation. He Hat 
likely <a a -itnee* for la* defonae and >hr 
• nuuld ha ratal I thoae incidania when ran war* 
involved in an accident and badly contaminated 
with pluuniuB or fiaiion product** Ha haa no 
.ncantive u> traea down Iha racorda Ha ihan 
•uliii never eaiated. 
il Sana of lha defanae -itne***e "ill *iralch tut 
truth and uH a a varietv d/ tricki to confuae 
-M miel*ad lha Judge and jury. 

For mapii, in Iha Johnson va U.S. 
. Cov*rnm*nt <=*«• on* of lha wiinaaaaa compared 
ii* bony upiafce of A*50« wit* thai of CaSOa 
and ma Judge «u convinced connderaole 
*uantiiw* uf radium should h*v* baan round in 
the bodiee of tha plaintiff* -hen tfcey «err 
{men whole body counta. Tha Judg* did not 
understand that RaSOt haa a eolubilily of only 
2 i to-* while tha aolubiluy of CaSOi la O.Z or 
1C3.O0O greater than Ihal of RaSO*. Therefor*. 
in hu final wnllfji daciaion regeridtng ona of 
the datanaa wiinaaaaa. ha iuiij. "Hia 
comparative eludie* regarding tha radius dial 
painter* art highly relevant and peraueaive in 
• n-ia* »•*>. Hi* description of radium 

■ uiphaie a* aneiogou* to calcium ii bom 
runvincing." Tha Judge did net racall tht 
toLimony of r . j onn w. Cofman and njull to 
tna affect thai AaSOi on lhaae old instrument 
iliala and puiniar* had o**n baked in a mixture 
of ZnSoi and puutir. an that •■aantially nona of 
tha radium in lha RaSO* could b* diaaolvad 
and taken up from tha CI tract la be depoattad 
in b- ■••-?. It had no resemblance lo lha -at 
radiuB paint ing**t*d by lha radiuai dial 
lamtari "ban tn*y tipped thair brusnea with 
lhair lip*. Thu inaoluble dual froai lha dial* 
and pointer • of tha old mmaanM paaaad 
through tha Ct tract whera ita reeidence liBe 
i< onlr about two daya and not 50 yeera war* 
it deposited in tha ban*. After houre of 
IriUBOny by tha plaintiff mitnecee* the Judga 
never under elood thai aeoenliallv all tha 
expnenre of thrat of tha cancar victima wee 
not to radiuai but to Ha daughter Rn-2ZZ and 
■la daughter product*. Tha fourth victim had 
Minrtr uf the coloA. Sha had an unuaualtr 
iur< clearance time in lha colon (4A houra 
-i"i flared with the common value of It hour ■ I 
*na unce the ba*b of cenlania in the =okin n 
aiuch Icaa that for the real or the CI tract, 
her cototi had received a ratouvaiv tort* ona. 
In tha Dannie va G.C ca» air 
raLculatuna indicated Mr. uannia had received 
a vary large intarnai doaa from lha pure bata 
en it ting radio-nuclida pair. Sr-M • t-to, but 
the jury faUad to roeotfiuae that hu fllai 
badgea did not awaaur* bata radiaUBn. Hr- 
vanma died of a rather unuaual (rp* or 
[aukeaiui. Wal4*n*lro*j* awcrOarlohulinaaii*. I 
thought -• had preeantad a vary at rang caa* 
and aught Bin. but iha dafana* lawyer. Mr. 
Jo.a. at lha varr laat of lha haarmg* brought 
m evidence directly froai Or. waldanatro.-a. an 



Engheb doctor for mfurm ll _ 

Dr. Haldesatroai laaufiad tut na douMao 
diaaaaa ia ea oaad by radaiuoa. Un/Drtunalalr 
for lha pbuMirr ■ no not praaaot at im U ai 
to proejpi tha planUff* Lnyar u aak toe 
right qoaauona to <no> ihal mi* docior 
atthough faasua. did not know any aoaJth 
phyaKa and waa not quabfwd to inmr Uua 
quaauon. Furthor—t*. there are rapona of 
radiation having cuind thie diaaaae. 

lal Sine* funda ara al-ay* liautad for lha plamtirf 
ha/aha probably cannot afford u hav* hia/hcr 
• ■perl -iioaaaaa HlHll during lha day* -ben 
the datanaa oitneaaa-a ara taaufying ao the 
pkunuff ia at tba ajarey of hia/bar lawyer 
knowing enough about bealta pkyaKa. 
radiobiokkgy. aiaUiaaiauca, ,tc. u> aak tha baat 
ouaaliona of tha defeoaa wiinaaaaa. To wake 
■altera -or**, in a Lnal before a Judg* (i.e. 
no /uryl. the probability ia alwoat 10OI thai 
tr.a Judga will not have a acience or 
nthawatic* back (round and will auaa ilw 
aiaani.ig and aignifieaeKa at aowa of tha and 
vital inforauuon. «, taatuaony u la* Jobnaon 
va U.S. ca» bafor* Judge Kelly, aa il turned 
out. involved a gnat aaounL of phyeic* and 
aatheawiUce and in the wnttan drciaajn of 
Judge Kelly h* at* lad that aiucb of aiy 
uatieuny Bight Ju*t aa wall hav* baan in 
Creek. On what than can a Judge Usee b:i 
judgment? la ii baaed on tha van number at 
dtfenaa witnasaea anaKHie for tba ^fc**^ u> 
laalify againal you? Ia it baaed on their 
noanion of pobUcal atatura in ■aahuigton? Or 
i* it baa*d on a diaplay -itb a Caigar counter ■■ 
For eumple, ona witnwBa laipraaaad Judg* •>!)> 
becauae Kaoaaa din cauaad tie counter to 
click. ApparanUr h* concluded than can be 
no danger froai radius unana you ingaat large 
aauunla aa did the ramium dial maimlara whan 
thay uppad the radiuai paiai bruabaa with 

their lip*. In hia wnttan fl.ii ia be noted. 

'For eammpla. eoough radwai to amke one 
atrerarl uunrumani dial wul ba found in 
apprenaaMaly ovary five pickup loada of 
Kan*** din." ly Dm aama raaaoenng tb* 
Judg* Bight have conchidod laot arwamc ia not 
horaful unlaaa aatan fat ku-g* amount* bacouai 
Ihoro ara buodrada of pound e of H in eumi 
la*** froa whicb big oun dkrnra tbeir 
drtnhing iratar. 

I') Progroaa on your cam* Bay ba ham pa r e d by 
inadacjualo p r oo i alon at oapooura racord*- Waco 
thay do arnv* II ia after long dalaya and taar 
may ba incoBplato- Por aaaapla. tbara Bay be 
no data on bata or aoutroa cipoaure. Ifcar* 
may ba no data on intarnai dose, iog oooaa 
giving dotaila on radiation accidaota may aa>e 
swan 'Biap hm d- and Uaponaat ram datm much 
aa tha original fila In tha fCm badge amy bav* 
baan daairorad. 

Ill F*ar of charaetar aaanaauiauoo nil ba liaaly to 
deter aa*H otbaru la a diBuailiatie anamiat froai 
aamng aa a pbumUff wil naaa. AfUr Judge 
Kelly doeMad Inat tm* cancar of tm* four 
plaJntiffa waa not cau a*d by uunr having 
workad in a radaa auuianhara higher than in 
boom of to* Boat hocarwoua uranium mm** and 
among tbauaaiida of rndnim bearing 
inatruBonta. ha pro ce eded in marolenly 
£ e baaing and caatigating tha three pruicipa. 
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I 

OO 



plaintiff -iLne*»e> •- Ore. Jonri ■. Gutmen, c„rl 
V. Jattrrman met*] mytmit. H* wan complstdy 

oblivious 10 our yaara of rHurch, ImnOrtdi 
of acianlific publicaliona and a«arda for 
uuuunomi Ktiitvaainli. For ciampla. Or. 

Gufman .11 a co-diacoverer (a.ong wiLh Or 
Clan T. SaaOorg) at U-MJ and n. I.r.a cro.i 



fo. 



all 



far 



U- 



inncipal aoun 



ID producad tram 
on. of the wurld'e | 
Dr. Vohnaon Ml 
nola.urlny epidemiological ilvQm 0n« of 

meie naa iho»n ihe haiarda m H.e RocKy 
Fllll Area Mir Dinvtr, Colorado d-iE ii Pu-259 
• nd Pu-ZtO thai eaCapad from a •iipnni plant 
nearby. \|y ]« yaari in COBinic ray ana health 
phraice reeaarcn have had a fa* htghlifhta 
.htrh 1 douhl rvan Judge Kelly .ill t>» ablr in 
tipun^4, H> accuaad ui of being 

unproreaaional, doing thinga tn>ii an 
ecienlifically dnhoneal and indjcjlcj [ -Wd 
be (Ha "im Radiate laughing •tack" outude fell 
court. After glorifying tha dafenee ■.iinaaaei 
wiih in abundant-* nf praieaa imn 'laiiering 
adjecliven and a profuaion of huit 
uncomplimentary ramarka about ui, )u.li* Kelly 
finally played hia (Hand vtien ha ■ijii^^ in hi* 
»nllen deeiaion. "The paramount anil obviout 

onca ana for (II the likaa of On Gofnvan, 
Morgan and Johnaon.."" Nt iait mi the apeciel 
compliment. "Ha ia, in ma Couri'a view, a 
fiafnetir figure "hd can oauer ter>* m* ttfrld 
by amply fning hOnn." I can cnly nop" the 
Judge naa done all of u> i rivor Or 
highlighting tha need lo raform our Cnurl 
■ inem. U) iniwur Lo Judfi krlly i». let'" 
wan and m what percant of employee* in thu 
\na dinar aiatlJar plant* will dia of cancer. 
Can then iniLrumant refurbiahing plante be 
conaidarad a aafa place lo work oven Lhough 



ihta 



by 



■ napaclor from tha. Occupational Safely and 
Haallh Ariminiatrat>4n (OSHAI' Ha reported 
opvn barrel* of ridiua beanr.f diala and 
poinlara, lovela in tha wnrkine area of uver 
100 air/hr tl-a. o«ar 10.000 linui. m1rm4.lv and 
abjacLa (euch aa coffee cup*) read in* acxive 
2.000,000 counta Bar • inula. tli-r- vara 
dacadea o( plant operation will nut a ainlla 
radiation dataciion inairuantnt, <->ih nn 
paraoAnal iaoniLoriria and no haalth phraiea 
program. ) n racant i-.arn tha riant uaai(iu-d 
an tnplartt tha litla of radiation aalat)- 
ellifcr. Ha aant ou\ a notico lo tha ai»plo r ata 
auunf, "RadiuB ia onlj a haalth haiard it it 

■ • oaLan and fnr thin rrnaon »» haw<* n n *r^ 
tufgaatvd thai yo\i aal tnr old dial paru. ' 
Ht rnporLad tn tha pjanl manilfa: LhuL ha did 
not poaV dangar aigna in araa.a wfr-ara tha Itata 
inaprrtnr hnd raquirrrl tJicva ~har-nuaa tit 
alraadr aanaitiva aairiLoraa raJatiom. ' Marb. 
SO yrara frnai ffcon- whrn aw al "f th*"aa 
anploraaa hava diad, mn aoidaaihifogicaf ttuSr 
can ba aiad* of fiaaa populalini<a and prnvi. 
Bhalhnr 11 , a w srlh»hila tn ha>» a hi-allh 
phyaica prbtfran '" aurh piarra r.f eiaplojria^nl, 
Lat ua nnpa, aa would ba tha eaaa todar. *ui'h 
a Htudr itfill not ba unilrr tha auppnri nf La* 
D*pMrlm*nl n! Xnvrgy hn-Au** I cp> nrtt hr|m*a 



fit hinnlly. I mantion anuthur barrier la f, 
**prrt wilnaan »r a diatourageuanl u 
whr inighi lie motivated lo be a wni*0i 
In ihr Connreaaional hearing 1 it vii 
ln<.i l.rcn Silkwuid »a« killed un' 

"'bccidanL" occurred Lo Dr. Roinh* fl 



For 



aurvivcd. Tha caae of Ehu -Dra.n killrd 11 
Car when reportedly ahr -aa nn her *ay 
• on.c ■•milk' lilnwiniC "tiuui radiatx.n -o 
i-i.nililiona with TV*. ii ([,11 ( 

invralignlinn, 

Jn roncJuiiion. I hopa Lhinga imprnvc dun^ii 
n.n Adrainiiiratiun. If Iher rlnn'i. 1 nropo> 
chuner ihr motln gn our nnr doJlur bill tn h* ■" 
anif raao 1 . "fn the Hnllnr >r* trum..~ 



NOTR 



with 



Or. Morgan hai been wo 
nrti-Iinn fnr over SO yaarl. Ma >« nnr of tha dr<t 
/i<f hoaJlh ptlr-KMSMt llhrr "If* )>". F. O. Wclli.n. !l. 
II. Parkrr. r.. C. Cumrrtlifrldnr. J. C. Ilnrl inn V. >■■ 
Morgrn]. Kr -»• Ihr fir-1 proidrnl of bu:l. i-^ 
Health Pnvaiea Sofiialy and Eha lnLcrr."Lmrnl 
Radiation Prulaclion Aaaoelalion [preacntl/ about 
in.Oofl men-bara). Ha was flirccmr nf ihg HralLn 
Phyeici Diviaion nf Onk Bidgr SnlKinui l.ataiiritorr for 
2S ><»r, i)9»3-,Sll> and a prnlnKir it. Vhe *.rl>i"t '■< 
Nurlrnr F.ngtnasrinc and Haaltn Phyaica nf Ci:nrg;n 
Inaiitmr nf Terhnnlncy Lh' follnwina; nmr yrnri. 
Merrnll, „a a can.uluilil un Hud ml inn Pralamon nr 
hna I'll 1 find in appromiuirlv go cnaaa "n btn>i> ^< 
pttnona who hava raaaon lo beLieva thair t arvrer* 
warr cnuaaft by empoaur* ui loniaing radiuturn nnu 
Lhua hi-p arahmg rfuapan«Alion in the Covrta. 



Thfa pa par ia baaad on a preaentalion on 
S*nla~t»tr !». I«U before Iha Amenrnn Pnhlir fi'iilth 
naasciatior Mtatini in fai fafaa. Nvvnita, USA 
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ICRP Risk Estimates- 
View 



-An Alternative 



Kami Z MokCah 
I writer IKiKtOr, 
Health Hhj/iKS Ihvnioti. 

Out, Riitgr National l.abiiratm y, (.SI 

AUMUAr I 

lm IK seais 1(1(1- li.it «i.ol .iv Hi.- until.. >.il mhii,.' oi i.ilmniaiioii i>ii 

lisl) 111 CtpOSIIIC IO lOIII^HIS I.Hl...ll,HI .lll<l ll.l, |ll,n|iie.l rciiimiiicmlalious lul 
i.iiluiion pioiECIion. tn KCiicr.il lit iHihlicainiin have sctvcd a very ulcfiil 
[impose of reducing uiincccisaiv i.idiaiUin exposure bin in some lespectr. 
It'ltT has delayed anion io reduce .-sci-ssii. cspt'siiic, h.-i*, undcrciiimatcd 
radiation liski and liar, recommended i.idi.ii><m exposure levels thai arc inucli 
ioi> high. Foi decades ii iliotved concern i<> mlua' exposure ol doctors ami 
muses bul isnoicil ihc princiri.il snmce ,.{ p,innl.iiii<ii cx|Mxiire, namely . 
I'J'iciH c I'MJiii/c. Drgiiuung hi l%l> m- l\i,ii„, jl.ik.- nf hk; utiam tadialUM 

tM'Osmr problem', (occupational exposure i.iniiiin mine) and population 

exposure from testing of nuclear weapons). One might li;ive expected ICKI* to 
be tlic fust io try la reduce ihesc exposures but ii wai conspicuous by ill 
silence. In 195S ICRP sel limits of c*ikimiic lor radiation workers and 
members of the public. Nincleen yean later ( I V 1 7 } «heu j| »as realised llul 
■ lie risk of radiation induced cancer iiji icn in iliuiy times whal il was pcf- 
ccived io be in 1958, ICRP in if In have been .spccicd io recommend a major 
iciliniioii in permissible c*posuic levels, bin n> the dismay of sonic of in. ii 
iniuMicil iliem. Il was also a sic.it ilisappDiiiiimm ..hen in W7, Icvcli ol 
MI't.' or t.idiomicliilts in an. ivjm j nd |„ ol | „,-,,. llu:l ,. ilu j [,„ -, |,„j. c f rM . 
linn ul die more dangerous radionuclides. 1 he re.i.ior accident .u Chernobyl 
call, for a nuiiibei ol new ICKI' iceoimiiciiilatHiiis When c.ui v.c eipccl litem? 



I In In. 'ii.iiiuii.il 1 ouinmxion tin K.ufioli.i'i. .: 
iMMiii.i' lor allium Ml sens, bc^iniim; muls 
.hi. I k.i.liiiui Cuiituuni Ciiuiniillec (l\l:i'( ] 



I I' 



>ii. ICI;|*. has been in 
il..- uu no, liiKin.oiuii.il X i.iy 

n I't'S mIuii ii ...is Ioiiiil'i! as 



,i aiiiiiiiilKc nl i he Second liiieinaiiim.il Congress ol It.uli.iloisv. j( |; ' 1 1„, 
< oiiuiiillee ojK'iaicd with sewn iiiemlieit lor nine ye.irt mini |yn ,,,„j ,],„,„.. 
thn |>criod lormnlaled reciiiiiineiiil.iiiiint on proteiiioii fiom luiii/mi: i.hIi.. 
lion llul tverv bj\cd on c.nlii'i ici.i'iuiiii'iiil.ilnnii (mblitlicil In ill,- llni^li 

X ray ami Radium i'liiteciiuii < I ut in l'J2t l> i K t |m , HM oil i pun 

i.i|i.ilconci'ni "11 proicuion ill llie i.hIhiIiiijim ,unl his si.ill Tlic Iiiuiii.iihhi.iI 
\ uy ami Kadnnn I'rolecliuii ( iiiiiiiiiIhc ol llie UK tciscd In [niMnm 
ihirm; die Second Wodil War yiars. I'))3 IViO. jiuI wa* icoiij.uhm.I »nh 

new members and in iiinsl ics|k'C'lsas a ncu oiiianifjiion wl ih ( | u . ,. i,,,,., 

iMiinnal Cniniiiission on Kadioti)i;ical I'loietlion. K.'ltr, in |">j() 

Dining llie l.mcr pan ol lliednlilrum iieiind ol I.VKI'C. I'Wl m |<ji<> ii,,,, 

hcic many publiiaiioiif dealing »hh [iniitiiu'ii I i ,,„$ i.nd.inoii In 

lie. ill Ii physiiiMs and (adiotnotoyisii uiirLmi; on ihe inn It. u H.-.ip,!,!, ,„,, 
I'l.niiim", al ll.iiwell. I:iii;I.iiuI. (halt. Ilmi. Can.iil.i and lln I : S Xiinin.il 
I .iheiaiiiMcs bin mini ol ihc-c »eie iiihome elavuK-d n-jum. ,„,■,! ,, i,„ 

ii. in .iltci I In." «;ir ended A i.irgr fi.ninr, of t tic iiiciiilu'ii ,»l )| k . |( |;|' \j 

( iiiiiiinwion .mil n\ Co llccs in I In- icntal pcninl ol K'KI' ll")>ll |<)i4i| 

.liic .Hm'H.iIiiI null ilie^c l.ilnn.iliHii'v .mil .vile |o<ii;'il nn iih |i |;|' |., 

.1'. il .1.'. in;. Il Kill HlLM .in.l i-ilui ,.h LA 

I! 'Il III. ...IIS III.' 11 I'!' tl.-V Wl.nl ,|, ||, L - | ,,,. „,, ... _.,;,.,, ; , 

i"' '•■»*■•■ " ! u-.jni.ine io ni.ii/nii; i.hIi.iikiii .mil sun,- I ' J >i I |,.,, ,„..... I,. I 

moiisiu' iciiiiiiiiii'mlniii'iii lh.il have been ol assistance m the .miiin i,-« ni iln- 
■.■il I.I in mIIiii;: I licit (.nil alio n piiilcellon siamtaiils. rule .mil io'hI.iih.h. 
Sunn' tOiiimiC- have acci'iHcd tlic ICKI' I iliHiiiiiciitl.ili.ini uiihom iiin..ii,.n .i> 
i In-ill 1 Ii ilicy »eu- (iufpel mull or infatlililc 1'cihaps mi nni\i cases ili.i ..i i.- 
«m' in Ihis reliance, bin in .miir rcsjicels I believe |CR|> l,.,, „,„ „„., ,| llM 
.|--,i. ni.iii. oi insiilied iui,(ii.ililn'i] atci'|ii.incc nl lis K'niiininii,!..!,,,,, I .. 
lln. leason I liehcvcil nni-lii |v Iicl|ilnl lolook a I <vh.il <icinn-lil c.iii.hIii Ii.im 
I'.cn ■iinieol I lie sbnrkoiniiiv-. ol ihe H'KV. and call jii.iiiioii ma uiiimhi, m, 
'.cm Ii) smne cases nbcre ii uas ai fault lor iimuiiut ladiatiou . ijiomih 
(■rol'lcins :iiid io oilicfs where il made bad recommendations Ol litis ,»> iln. 

pioi;ramme arc scheduled io provide balance io ihis lopic by en i-i.inni! 

Mime of <be sncecsifnl aecomplisliincuu ol ICRP so I leave ibis iIis.ii-,sh»i m 
iliem Somr of Ihe early niisial.es of (CRT »ere rclleciiniis ol iln- iinwon.^i 
nuns ol the science of ibe times and the fanli of ICR)' uas thai |>.'ili n-> -i 
.huiild have been a bit moic ahead ol its lime. Ihc tail, piiblnaiioii'. ul iln 
liii.iii.ilniii.il .X i.iv ami Hailnnii rioieiimn Comniiticc' .m'ic in ..nun. 
Iiinin.il',. mostly llie liitliih Jounuil it/ Hmliulogy. ihe K'lil' no.. Ii.i. in 
picp.ii .iiii)ii lis hftieib handbook: llie firsl of I lie so, K.KI'l. «a. pi.l'lisli.,1 m 
I'l-'i 

J('R("'i ;;/e,iit*K ii ; in. il<- m die rally -uvumi ivtuhiit >uuii ihc i.i|.,-k(i.'.' •■( 
.:i.mi ol •!• 'ii^iiilitisili.n Ion -level i\|n>siiic is h;irmlc-s n;.| i,. m.'tiv ill. (,■!■;■ 
i.-I.-i.'.:." !i".c c.inmiie.l a sal. iln.,- well liclo" ill. iln.-. hold at ..ln.M .,„. 
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il.MHIN VNI> III ■ 
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01 * 6 * 

Dm |i««»I '« •*>• •' '"* P«t«» 
I'ljuit I I'liil of cqiiaiion t" ■- •iiVII' 

C -■ cmiti Jcjilii It""' 'I"" " 
() = dote (iciiit) io (Jili pcium 
/•/ j numlKi of ptfkoi" ; Ht* n> itm >■">■ 
a = fjul (mcm/pt'ici" "■'■" 
w - ) loi Jiurjj hypolli.in. fum- II 
n > I (« (huttioUl liyc»UitM\ 

= 1 in CuivrC 
,i < t (oi vi.-rjlii..-..' I'M '-'.li'M. 



li.iim would <->ii icmiIi Hi !. i'il' ye-ui ili-'i ti.lli».<;il i„.iK .,,„| hiiiii.ui 

umli.v null, .mil I lie n> lie a l>-»l .i\miiii|Hh>» ji»I «> I lie itiiiiliuld linn.llnsi, 
U4\ ili\i.ini id ill l.miiK ill I tit lineal liy|iollic\i) .illtii)iij;li mine til iht |( |;|' 
|iuliliiali<iin It'll (lit K'-iiki >"lli ibe Hilliitiiiuii litis Lcrliiinljr wai j mo-il u.n 
ver value a)Mini|>iii>n 1J1.11 wiiliom ituulil ^really "veicMimaieil ilit n>k l.nl.ij 
K'KV n ji aimltiti iioMin.ul i»mm»£ ele.nly ro the JiwUmii ol the ni|)u- 
linen liy|nnlii'Mi, wlita.li ik II only dis.ul.imn J lafcly fjiloi allotijleil uilli i| il - 
.i|||)Iujihiii ol the linear liy|iollieiii, but asKHJ llul il under t si iiii,j lei iln- 
cancer risk flic ihrec liypoihciii cm be expressed in a simplified form by die 
equation, {' - at*", in which (' ii (tie- ixtliat'toii unload cancer inttdcrtcc or 
■uur i.ilnv. <■ i% .i umsiam rel.'icil in as ilie earner tuelfienni and D n Hie iluic 

iii icin> II n ii i-.ic.iler ll I. we li.ivc the llnctliolil liyntilliciii, il n n ii|„.i) 

m I. »i- li.ct (Ik- linen li>'|iollicii% :iml if <■ Ik lew Hull I. we liavc ilic 
i«f»,tl«ttVK ln-jN)(K'VJi tj) Jii-my e.^ei of tauter indiKlit.il. n = J or ilie tjnni 
11-.L uMt.ivci »iili 1 1"-' u|ii:iie ruin n| (tit tloic so dial more c-iiiitis aic |>(n 
J.i.- J •■.. rem .ii ln-> <lo«i ilian -■■ lii! 1 . 1 ! ■'■ ■»"' ■ '• is ->'' ■ :l!"'"raiei ilie line.- 
Ininii .10*0 AhJmucli ilie It Is I* ami oilier agencies fiei|iieimy aie tiiKcil i,. 
iiiL-iitiuii le-iilli Ml eimleiiniiluKK.il Mndits. wlii-ie I lie taneci ml »cimi> Mi. 
iIiim- .0 iimi/iii'' i.kIi.iiioii t<ni!»iiii'< lnM "il' 1 ilie tii|>ialnii.ii iliemi. ii,. . 

-tein in ilo -I' ielihi.mil> inii'luii;; lli.n «niiellih"!; iii.hl ml ly iv»i.in.; mil, 

mii.Ii il.n.i I hi ei.ini|>le. (he US ( >. nti.il ,\ii.»"Hhis Ollut' IikhkiI .hi ..|.,m 
K.miniMtt Iti twilii.ilt lilt ink) (il liivvkul t»imsii(t jnd il coiitlmle.1. .ilu-i 
tv.iiiiiiiiiii; iiuifiti nf eaiutr iiiiWcikc mhv»£ pjfieiiii wnb hdIjUiuiil 1 
^|)llll.M■ll^ >i lin li.nl ile.eluin.1 i.iiiiei f»llu»iiii; »-i.iy iimliul licjimeiils, iti.,1 

ll,.tl vi. I iii.<.l.'l> u.leil <litl iiMH.lt lieuei ilu" H'c Iw in»Jel jiij ilie iiiin.i...l 

,,,„., i, i ,i,l. k iiiii.M ''"I il"' tn- si ■■( J II Sum ilie lulu, uim n ik.:lii;iM. ,.i 

..i.i ilnt.-.. .hit i. i-hl.'IlM* if."... ii..-'- '.:>•<• i' sic '.. in I- ulcini.. i-- L l.-i . i . 

Ion ilmei •■! X i.i) \ 

The ICkl'. UNSCIiAH. IlL-IR III andutlici gioupi we quick 10 devalue m 
crrtic-jj-e- tuuliii which knit >ui>|XMt 10 llw iiipralincui hypothetis hk.Ii a% i|, L - 
iii uiero timlics iif Alite Sicwait. ilie linca capilis ihidici of II. Motlaii el at. 
m ids Manfonl ladi.iiinn wi»tc( juiily of '(. F Mjncuso. A. Siewad and Ci. 
Kncale, Inn llicy «.m lor years tmlil lliey aic foiCeil lo acUowlcdjt ilie inoie 
til>viiiu\ anil \tiiniii lt;iiv % hi ilieii Mi^pirctl. inefiilalilc lijllin.nl;, ihc midy (> | 
Miivji.nv ol ilie aimiiii |i(iinl>ii>s "I Hiioilnilil anil Na;jtali. lliey iineul all - 
inns (if t\|)).ni.ni.iii'. .!•■ hi »|iy Ilie tiiiiiier iii.uliti are mn iilulilt ui jiIiiiumIiIi- 
in ileliimiiiiiii; <i. ilie e.ineei tnellieieiil (n '■ called di'jilis |itr peiiOii iem| l>n[ 
fail lo iccoyiiin- ihe tliiintiniiiii^v of itie J.i|iliiMi: ituily Smile ic.mnis iv| ly 
Uw uwl> ol w«*ivu(% .it buiubtiiKV of tliroshimj and NatJjjli uiuleccuiin.Mi: 
liintci cisk are: 



; iie l.'lal i!i> 



eie .ii.i In-: 1 1. Uui' 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



o 
i 

ro 



U'KI' KISK I MIMA 1 1 S AN Al I I UNI 1 |V|- VII. W I *•) 

ll) M" m-iuron dust, especially jI llitmluiii.i. w,u k>wtr ilun eiinii.i'ol. 
I tins o was uiulercslimaleil 

( I) Some evaluations use I he low dose group .iv cuiitiuli On ihc supra linen 
hypothesis this could gieally under estimate a. 

(■i I ti was :ioi a normal papula lion ' The bomb survivors li.nl been ctpoiol 
i(> fire, blast, ilepiivaiion, psychological damage and seveie damage in 
then immune systems so lh« weaker persons wiih less icsilicncc riicri ol 
j vjnciy ol common diseases. On ihc oilier hand, those of supcnoi 
stamina or the 'healthy survivors' had a lower than normal dcaih i.ilc live 
trait after Ihe bomb in t when Ihc epidemiological studies got underway. 
J hui, as explained by A.M. Sitwan* iht two effects united to ncuttzU/e 
each other and when Ihc survivor sludy bewail, iht dcaih talc api>cared 
notinal cicepi for cancer but ilie population moti certainly wit far Iioiii 
normal Thus ihc cancer incidence was suppressed. 

(i) I lit- it Hiil is an above normal cancer rale anions >''e Wnimc. ami (In, 
»ill miii nine id increase tlie value of u 

In v j j 1 1 c ui ii-iy liiiiiiiil I miwlcditc almul i In* Inni; term li./.ntls .<l ,\|iii.iui 

I.. l,>., |, Ml' .'I Mill. 111.' I.Kll.llKIII III Hit early |i.ii.i.l (I Mill un. I M.c.i l>. 

.ii.im i..|.ui. ilk- i.l. ilm- level nf tier Hence a\ iifcaiiiri'd l>v iIil i|nalm .11 

IkM.'iui.uu. .M i!u' M Com mi st ion ol ICKI' wji higher ili.m \mic iIkii. 

upe.ully .1 tine ukei inio jc con ill the fact Dial riming (hit cail> |k>n ».n 
(un.'.l ICKI' ".ii.i imhiii'i bicakingncw ground. Cciiamly niui.li ui link ucilil 
in ti l.i i nc depends on Hit* sialurc of ihc thiiiecn members coinpiisini; the M.iin 
( '.'iiHiiiitiim <il tCftt*. I believe ii would be difficult 10 coiilcnuil.iic hndm:- 
iiitii ol l.n ln.n j ml lni-liei ipialificntions, fur cample, ilian Sir Ivukii KimA 
( '.ulm«, W Itmli .ni.l M V MayncordofllK UK. A. J. Cipriani ol Canada. 
k. M Siex.ii ol Sweden, and G. Failla and II. J. Mullcr of Hie US. 

IVrliapi oik- of I lie greatest weaknesses of ICKI' stems from in piixcii ol 
miiiiinjiuis ami clccliiii; members lo the Main Cum mission; huncvci, I hum 
l>c i|i>it I, nt say u isriithciilt 10 think of a perfect solution. The nomination and 
clcmmi processes are Hawed because tlicy invite bias and appoint in till ut 
iiu-mbcei utioliavt acoullici of intcrcsi and tempt some to make this a lifetime 
profusion amuim; ihcm wide political icco|nilion as an auihoiny on cuh- 
.n ion p nil ivt ion. In (he lust place, ICRI' functions uiHier the auspii.es uf ilie 
Inicniai ion j I ( oneress ut Itariiulogy. ICK. Possible couflici comes here tium 
ihe lati ilut ICKI' is set up supposedly lo (educe non- beneficial radiation 
c\|ii)siiii'. >>-'i the gri-aicr the mimbcr of radiation diagnostic procedures and 
the inoic (ominc and assembly-line style in wlikli medical X-rays atv admm 
iiiiu'd. Hie i;ri.-,iH'f the tletit.ind for radiology. In many casts thii leads In 
\ r.iM ili.ii .in* inn m.'ll.''.^•lly , and to administrative rattier itiaii uiciIk.iI 
,.|iiii.ijh'jiiv Iuj X-r.iy* (>» Itie oilier li.iiul, whi'n ICRI* bepn in IIJS. 
.iili>ili>;iiiii.iiiii|iii->eil i Ik' legmcnl of (lie populalion williilielaif;c%i eMx-Miie 



I 1(1 HADIAllllN ANII Ut Al Hi 

to iimi/iiis ladi.moii and Ihe ['(eaicsi mxii.ln.-r wuh rcporii-d ladianon inpnics 
t hey knew nioie aboul us usei. its measurement .mil its eonlinl than any oilier 
croup. More importantly, ihe ICK was tlie lull and only unci national profei- 
moiuI oitatii/aiiim sufficiently inincriinl to Imui such a proieciion commitice 
and finance its operation. Some uf ihe u.ilioiul HKiely afdliaiet thai compiiie 
ttie \CM. howcvcl. haie done moie lo intiease iiimccesiary paiirm exposure 
to X rays lliau (0 ininimiie it. For CKample. some ol us woikcd for many years 
to do away with the mats chest X-ray prui-ranimc in ilie schools in ihe US but 
we only goi negative support of our national radiotugical societies or I lie ICR. 
In this piogfammc buses with plioto-tluoiouteiric X (ay ct|iiipmcnt would pull 
up 10 a school each year and tlie children were marched ihrough 10 have a chest 
X-ray. It would have been belter had they instead been branded with a siuling 
Texas branding iron because measurements made by my group al Oak Kidgc 
N.ilion.il Laboratory of a number of 1 licit dcviic in uie indicated surface 
doici per X-ray (.niriiis bemeen 2<V»amJ iOOfl 111K «hile (lie a* cnijfr lTics! X- 
i.iy dose at my facility (Oak Ridte National I .ib.iraioiyl was only II mR 
1'iu.illy. years after ihe US Surgeon General upe'iii'illy urged a iluuiniiniiaiKc 
..I ilwvr prorr-imine-. ami afler lu- i.i.lieiii.d lh.-i li.nl m'l !«■■. u hndiii-: ■..■«■■> 
,.1 lit. ilitve piugi; nei "Cie done .i«-i\ mill '" 'h'' "^> 

Anmliii cvampleol ihe low priooli the .■\nu-in..iii i.u1hiI.m;ii..iI MKitiieianil 
1 1.> Amerkau Colk(e or Radiologi. ACK. luve &wn m f.i.ti.n.oi. ojoiccimn 
., tlicir lehiciance to endorse and failure 10 make n>e »l the leu Day Rule, 
I Ins ICKI 1 Kulc stated thai diagnoilic Xi.iyi 10 die IKlvn' ;md abduminat 

u-Sion nf women in the child-bearing age ihould lie delayed ml cases and 

«i von riming the lOday interval lollowins the besmitms ol mensliualioii 
iihUm such delay would be harmful to ihc woman. Hi MntU-i anl I hat! 
i.ndi-.l loii| ami Mill for ICBI' 10 adum Ihn Kule and we wcie delighted 
when il w» adopted by ICRP at the l'K>2 I omlon meeting Our delight. 
Iiowevcr. was short-lived and somewhat iintuuctl when »e relurneri ioil« US 
and 1 cail in the Bulletin of ihe ACR thai this was a bad Kule ami il had been 
iiiiMicccssiully opposed by two of ihe members ol ICKI*. I . S. Taylor andK. 
S. Stone. Ii is Hue this Kule adds to the comple\itiei of operating a radiology 
department like a factory assembly line and meant rescheduling ol many X- 
r.iys hut I believe Ilie unborn child deserves this aiu inconvenience and con- 
M.leraiion. I have been very disappointed in leitui years that ICRI' has 
»e.ikcncd its Hand on (he Ten Day -Rule. 

ICKI' h.» not taken full advantage of the lniiltii-:-> »■ Alice Stew-m and G. 
kuealc* in 1 licit Oxford Studies of «i ii'crr> eipoiuie It is tint lo ICKl'cieuil 
th.il Ihe m (in i dibit likely occupaiional e\i»>uirc ui pregnant women was 
decreased (ruin Ihe 1961 value of IGooinrem' tinly 10 I7IIS mrem' 111 1917. * 
I bclicic ihii ITOS mrem is far too high. Hn* wimM .oiu^piuul to alumi vx 

*l.i I'K.IHKf l.|io™.n Ct UMWiiii(o( IMlOitKti ;..-,-l...i jii j..-i.wi'ul Si*.w(«.»i 
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ill ihe typical pelvmiclrics delivered ,li ; the period of the Ihford Study* 

and i en timet the normal nsk that Hie child wilt die or cancel in eaily 
cliildliood. Ii is probably true very ft* mothers would be so calloused as 10 
willingly allo» tiiii likely occupational exposure of 1708 inicm to ihcir unborn 
ih i Id ( en bui many radiation workers arc noi aware of ilic serious warning 
given usby Hie Stewart daia and ceriainly many nuclear industries would jusl 
as toon this in lot in anon were not publicised. Even worn, (here it nothing in 
Ihe 1CRP recommendations 10 deter the nuclcat industry from allowing die 
young woman to receive the full iOCO mum during >*w iwo monilis before 
prcgnartcy ii recognized (i.e. three timet I he above riik estimates). 

One of the weaknesses of ICKP ii in their rules of turnover of membership 
on ihe thirteen member ICRP Main Commission. The rules specify not less 
Ihan two or more than four member! shall be chanted al each meeting of ICK 
(every ihree years) and ihcrc ii no rciiriuion regarding one's tenure on lhc 
Main Comm.Won S^.<!r.!i ■icmhers have been on (he Commits ion more t h.ni 
twenty years and ihe average turnover has twren J.T members every three yean, 
I believe it would be a big imprnvcmtui Hi chance the rules <o icitture a iiiiii- 
uvet of noi leu Hum ("in or iiinir rh.iu live cvciy I luce yc:irt an.l hive .i 
'itiMiiiutturaiity: al »»ie ,.-»* ScUohhi t'l new member! iniuJenni ihtiv 

years by Ihe thirteen iiiciiiIki M.iiii Co" ssion from noininaiions subiunied 

10 ii by National Delegations in the ICK and by the thirteen member Main 
Commission members themselves. This has resuticd in a set f-pcr actuated 
body. J am Confident there ait several «J>'S in wliich ihii flctlion p/ocesi could 
be improved. Tlic ICRP hat a number of active eomimiiecs which ii appoints 
from lime lo time and these usually cumpriic fifly or more persons in addition 
10 ihe ihirleen mem ben on I Ik Wain ('uuimission. Perhaps .hiy loo ihotiM 
submit noiiiitatiina lot liic Ham Commission membership and they, plus rite 
■hiriccn members of Ihe Main Commission, could vole every three years on the 
luctnbeishtp. Only Committee members oil committees thai have been active 
during the three-year period should have a voic. I am sure such a change would 
noi solve all ihe membership problem* bui 1 believe ii would place tncnn 
qua lined persons on the Main Commission lo respond to needed or current 
projects of the Commission. It would more likely resull in' having certain 
disciplines properly represented. It would bring in highly qua lifted icicniius 
from countries seldom, if evci. tcprcsciiicd and hopefully il would lessen ilic 
Ounce of special imcrcsl groups such as from radiology or Ihe nuclear energy 
industry having excessive influence It mi 5 hi lessen the number who have a 
conflict of interest in reference to curicui |>iojecls of the ICKP or bring io ihe 



'"ii lue m<wnln ut pic("JB>r 4«.l linn i 

i» ii))iriti'>kp, w.|- 

i|Hiiuie 



ikdi 



• muitii « t in Jl si ISW mn.n 

<lt mi,a in Ui,. ,.,■ .:. nh, ju,' 

■ — - - — " ' " "**' «:irm,'..i- t,.. Die |jj „„,, uhbiiIi. <M * :.H..I ... 

ill . I)i - liOS, B(i „, ItHt, I. Kf U ,„J t( Kf Sdo..* M«H, *«**««* .«,,., ,«U«* 
»l».un ul MMI „,„ ».,•>$ ■ !„, «,„ «b. ... ,., S . un , 



|(_l KA»IAlH>hl .WlltlltAt III 

l,.n of ihe agenda new areas wheic ICKP should operate I believe ilicie h.nc- 

Wen two groups excessively represented on the Mam Con ssion ut K.'KI' 

thai haw 3 iironc initial w dr,)reiijtiiis Die liaimlul cllctis ul lo« cipusnic 
I.. mm/in,: radiation, these are |N.rsuiis wishing no kuiiUio..-. on dose hum 
e^-cstivc use of diasnosiit Xi.ni and ihosc w»h the imcle.ir cMiblishmcui 
(employees of National Lalioiatnrics and. «ith uidtisliy and governini-ni- 
asciKtes. rcsrromiWc for (Hiwiioiiiis l)>c dcvelopmciil ol imclcar weapons m 
supporting nuclear power). These groups need representation but I would like 
t» set them OBUwerbaUftced by persons such as. for trample. Urs Alice 
Stewart. J. Rotblat. B. Modati and trank von llipix'l. i">i i« name j lew of 
many »ho arc well qiialikrii. 

I believe since ICRP has been considered by many as the most reliable au.l 
the ultimate authority on radiation urutctiioii lor sixty "ears, ns failure to 

.iildnis and iry to correct a situation of high. unnecos\ai> tad on expusurc 

mi«! tx-.fiiisiil.rei; ;i public tnssen.ic I ■.!! iiuiiii-iii .i le» of ilicsi Ij.^k.'; 
, noil in Ilic IihWhis as typicil v\;»ssi>ics. 

'. (>i Hi.- lint iviuul ol opi-ralion ul ICKP. ^ '■" l.-i;--'" ■ "■'■' ■■• 

■.inuicil iii ihi-ir traiiiiiii; classes anJ m then ic»il k-- ' ■•* M'*' 1 l-nnei 

Xi.iy duses to black people. The General l-ki-nu ( |..m> \ .\ i-iy 

depjituieni reconunemled in ihcir uchimiue cluits lot \ lay 
irchuolu£isis thai they (ivc hi^licr doses to blacks and the te\tliiHik. X 
K.n- Krtuwlogy. by C. A. Jacobs ant) IT t. )1as<-'» iceon««cmleo litres 
n> Hackv tliat ncrc Ns'icr by -II) m 6ft per cent. Why did I'-'nr rcriMin 
Mleiil' 

■•• U-- t-'cc«iii; div.-:s delivered in lhc mas* clir-: \ t.n ;i"'" :!, " !f - ' 
iiiilliuus ot children went on for many years. The dove per -\-ray could 
hirvc Ik-cu reduced by * faclor of 200 by ihe use of bet let cqiiipnu-nc out 
dullat\tvete more important than childrc it's lives. Why was If 'HP *dvm 
on this issue? 

ttk Putins «l»e lx''o«l of "W" 61 ttme wc,c maw * v ' ,K,i P" l,l " ,u ' <l 
indicating lhc serious risk of lunt cancer among urnfer ground «ram«»i 
miners in the Colorado Plateau region of Ihe US. Thcic «cre several US 
Conuressioiial hearings in which many scientists ieiiihcd-snmc for 
HdiiouB lite maximum permissible working level m Hie mines »lnle 
.Hints iirged Hie level nw be itdvicctl. (t *as mi wipinc Hsai Hie, US 
Atomic lincri-y Commission (USACC) opposed any icdmiion ill ilw lhi- 
missiblc .vorkins level (VVL) bui I was disappoinied ihat lhc US Public 
Health Service and the US Federal Radiation Council (USI : KC1 |omed 
with the t'SAfX' in opposing any rcduciioi} Table l" imliciivs the 
';■;,:. !icf ol men cinp'oycd :« imninm «:u".ij .■; .*.' ■ ■■'> "i.t ilic nt;;li 
pi:rceuia<;c ol underground mines operating ai very Inch uoilmy le»eli in 
llid"9. Note thai for these tears oulv IS in IS pei .en: v. tie o|A.i.>)ut;- 
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Tabic I 



Lsumalfs of iht number of mints 
producing uranium ore durini ihc 
calendar year at (t poind by ihc 
industry 10 Ihc US ilurcau of Mines 

(1954 .64) and AEC (1961-66)*' 



Year 



Undcrffound 
mines 



Open pit 
mines 



1954 
191) 
1954 
19)7 
1951 
1949 
i960 
1961 
1961 
l%1 

I 'II. I 
I'M.) 
fWt4 



410 
600 
TOO 
ISO 
ISO 
Ml 
TO) 
491 
)4) 
Wl 
J)l 

it: 

Hi 



so 

7) 
100 
I2S 
100 
I6S 
166 
132 
1)9 
16? 
Illl. 



Uni ruled distribution of nunc* by Woili 



Number 

minci 

measured 



<l 

WL 

"1*1 



1956 
I9ST 

I til 
19)9 



101 

I SI 

I) 

111 



Number o I men employed i 

III lilt S* 



Y(ii 


Underground* 


Open pi! 




mines 


mines 


1914 


916 


SI 


I9J) 


1)76 


29) 


I9S6 


mo 


SI4 


195) 


1410 


J74 


195) 


1196 


117} 


1959 


1996 


1259 


I960 


4901 


1499 


1961 


4112 


1047 


l%! 


4174 


1074 


I'M. 1 


))t0 


IS6 


i'>r. 1 


1319 


73(. 


I'll.' 


>90tl 


nm 


I'M >lt 


IMS 


159 



duiiyes from 19J6IO 19)9 



I 0-2 9 
Wl 
Cfcl 



10-10 
Wl 

<.*■'•) 

n 
>a 
it 
:s 



Tun I 



i*> 



100 
100 
100 
100 



•I'ltWi.lwJ by llx US Federal ftadialioa Council n k ( wii o.i. <;<,i<tawr/<>r CaM'o/e/ffwfiMiaii 

/f„{i»i/i in Urtmum Uinixi. Rcpmi No t (k«k<I|. V|M 1941 

'1 i.ludci abovc-fiownd employees »rui may nccauuiully su mi uer (round 



m a level less lha.i I WL ( - 10" ' nd/^ ol UN 111) while ICRP-2 hand- 
book (19S9) gave J x 10'nCi/cc (-'> i Wl.) as the maximum permiss- 
iblc coaceniiMioD (MPC} Iw Rn-222. 1. s»>* 2 n indicaiM how ihe cancer 
risk increased wilh working level moiuhs (Wl.M). Fonunaiely after all 
this discouiagemeni an honesi pi.v eminent official mined uji in 
Washington. Secretary ol 1 aboi, Mr Win?., anil lie unilaterally set ihc 
level al 0.3 WL or 0.3 x 12 = 4 Wl.M (woikins level moiillii per year). 
It .it ..here was ICKl* all ilus nine? li ».is m>i until !'>'? thai ICK)>-2-l. 



KAUIAIION AMllllAl III 

Kuiliiiiion fitimimri in Urutiiuin ami Oihtr .Writes" was iinlili-.ln.il 
Surely n should tun have la ten unruly ycais Tor tCtil' lo ttccidc Itiis «ai 
a very serious raduiion problem and come lo our assistance? One ling lit 
have cspccicil this u> be one ol ICRI*'s fini handbooks, warning of the 
risks ill Kn-222 .ii id its daughter products in underground mines. I Ins 
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Cumuli!-. WIM 

I i(i.u' > OWin-il .u.,1 oiw.tcil .iiinii.il lung cancer mortality per 10 000 miners 

ami 9J per ten i cuiiii.Lnci' I i in r.l.imm lo exposure (Frotn.rcpurt ol the Us 

i ...i. . .i u „i ( ou „,|| did-il, ■ limilunit lui the Control uj Rattbition fla;uitls 

■v. Nu S (riuwill. S.i'i- I96> 
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li.i/.ml liad hist been recognized ova MM) yrais ago w,hr " mined in ihc 
Nclmccbcis cobalt mines of Saxon* and (he ioacrmnslhal piichbknde 
ii i inrit of lluliemia were dying of a miners* disease, now known as 
(.uhjlion induced cancer. It is good lo have ICRP come in and give 
Mi|>|H>ri years after a battle is won bui ii would haw* been so helpful lu 
luvc us iup|K»i lo expedite and help [lie bank eailier. 
1 1) In ihc discussion above it was mentions) thai ICRP nuculing under sup- 
IHtri of the ICR showed great inieresi in preventing excessive occupa- 
tional ciposme to the radiologists and ihctr stalf but dragged •» fecl ■" 
puMisliing the fitsi comprehensive tenons on ptoteiiion of the patient. 
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to 



I jruutn 1]/ 




' I ■ ' I I I ' ' I I f*l -■-'■ I- .'^ 1 ll':i±-I Vtl. I ( 1 I I 



I it, K tin iiik ; \.-if III M III 

lliL'se lepoiis Iniallv .i|)|M.-.itril in IVfll" jmJ I'KJ" whuh wcie 4. »nl >4 
yens, icspcuivrly. jiiit K KT Ih-jh Hioc jic »eiy usclul handbooks 
lull far more is nccilfd ihi ihit uitijfii 
(S) One ol I he musl litisli.iim- c--|>>-iit:um iiuny of us faced ««' * pcnod 
ol years was ilir large dnse di-Wicd both lotaHy and world wide duiing 
aiinosphciii- icslin- ol iiihIi.ii -umimhis figure 1 indicates ihc serious 

ncss ol this piohlc iIh- IS ,i, jiiesied by lalloui levels of Mil, 

(Si- HI. Sr-90 ami Sr-IW in die immi-um/ciJ null samples cuKccied fiooi 
100 umplin& stations ui iK- US I'ubhc Health Service NetwotL 
progiam" and Table 2" imJHaics die csiimaicd dose in the '•«' areas 
of Ihc US If uiie .issuinc ill- -it- wtie 150 million pcupk in the wcl areas 
receiving the whole* body dmr ■<( I litiwcm over TO years and ibal truce 
quarieis of ihis dose >■- ciii-> ■■><-. tins iiMic-tpoads m - Ii 000 canter 
deaths when umii; j i.mi.. i •!■■-. ..-.tliiHiii ol ■ - 10 "* cancer deaths per 
rent fi - II I »<1 - is:- . |<V at . ||j ' 11625). T'tose ■ ondtv:!!.--; 
these li-sts mtil in in.i V.- in. >...l>ki.i mx-iIi .null.- lusi by ustns a iSmh 
(.ix-'lhi'iciil .i 111 j I »;■% !■■.■ in.' i-\ ,iit ii<lii ■■! magnitude, i.e. o - 10 
lit' (iiiii|i.itnir i'ii- 'i i!..u -•■■tn iliiui.iI iMclcintiud. 



I jblr > liuii 
Si ales fm 



Ji.il u. 
i uinlcj 



i iIk »ei »m of ibe tfanal 
i ill imst iW(W£b l)*r 
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i r mi mi.m pet yen . 2nd by cuuiutnom witb ibc mail Cancel 
■k-Mb i-Mc ol Ml pn ccM. la Matt "miK. I i ODD cnat on lop of JO 
mbuWm »av cuaudcicd 'arfbpbk". To mr lb* i* atnmd li n> ate idling 
jmMBn ibiK child o dying of laafcaiion Mdaccd cancel mm la won* 
bawir W mlboa Mbcr people m Ibc act aie* of ibc US wdl ibc ran 
ally iri cancel 

ftk« a nation m an mdwwy decide* k» so ahead wnb a piogiaDHac thai 

■ ■ni.IiH-t. luHkln m hn rrrr'Ti* - — ~*wTinn iTn itn "i ilm »f ,Uu Mi 

vmk y*a*t as» •>■« Nndea* RcgnbuMy Caaonukai. NRC. suck this 
Jatuon -bm a in ibc ralar of a m at tlOOQ. i.e. nxhMiy wm ptsii&td in 
-.•coAasMUMtoiMrvcoi one penoo-rcni. If • = KT'caocct deaths pci ieu». 
ilm lunopowh lo MODO * 10' * =■ a auBna doUan pa 6fe. Otbcn lu*c *et 
•Uc vttmcft j hie msb to*ct- For cntnpit. iwo mcabnt of ibc K'RF Mjw 
iiinimwia.Mill I Dutt*in"aad Df A. 5. McLean (Dr A. S Mclcinnat 
* wihUi <>i iu. kl-na Cwnimnioo of ICRP lion 191 j u> |9Jj and Mi 1 1 I 
Ihtajti hj-K.D j member uoce 1977). poUnimlibr rjJncof JDio2>«MIji« 
i- • «..»•.•« , 4 MiiiUituUSOOOpci blr. 

■ " -■ — ->-iU vide anmul wboW-body Ant cunimnmrui Ii.hu 

■j- — ■"■"■- '-■"• inucol pet yrai**idtlKy<3i MOO lb,. «JI ^W 

-.!->■*. i. J -onii..™ « dcjibi,! x I0"')cbi ■ ID'VjpciioiKm i i i lu' 
i^ ■ -,».. - ifi - eil..u*c hfespan of' 40y - HO 000 cjuci ikub- 
n.tn rwii.nl.- ic^i JUOO) A^an I cocaidci ibrt vcty tapnhcaM c»co ibuugh 
■ ii »ul)UfiJ>, H -i.,niuf ibctMal cancer death* in ibc woilrf ptiuuljiKM* Ibc 

i j. i iiui i^h.1 js.-b.io inch a* ibc United Nuion Sdcntilk 1'i nn IM 

\i.-u*. KkIui.* iIINSCUAR) addi CMc d ibc bOoni qnetiiun in wi »i^- 
.-I" ui. i tfc. .-hln^ttj.<a «i ICHF. ifac fCCOCDurd *■»!■) author* y oa rflnu of 
■jJuikw ■» bub. hum leliing « mncc be bcud by taking >p tbn dim and 
J.™,- .lu h ,jb iu nupinc death* of 7)0000 propk. I icptt ICRP »a* mIcih 

^ I ■■> ■. ibc i|untM>n of whether an MC3ntatHM bkc KTRP ihoukl in 
j biehei ijIw: .w j human ale w wbetba it ihould (P ataimi ibc pobiicail* 
nr>-dKDi «HJn. 4h.V «* neck w and a* {at tronblc by uyuM; to dm a uop 
lu Kiiiw i'i nu.li mi *upom n Ibc aimnipheie b one of nxNahty. t*o* an 
<•« fi.Jio ■lu.-ukxi naaih om. Sh on M ICRI*. bkc Pbyunan lot Nocul 
Kc.|Hw«Mu>.>iik~linciBaiBMalPbyudaufui Ficvcmion uf Nbckmi Wji. 
t>Ko ik- bjiik jml help picrrsl ibc bonttlr SBtfrrinf hAmme WimU Wji 
ill ■» tuBwhrulilc ncaiwc due lo mas radiation of tbc *oihl pupotuun' 
Pnlui» iti* qw.-Ji.Mi nitl be an**cicd wiib ibc woid NO of n ih. lypKal way 
:.nam* m *mk« itwlw iww. laoatc tiomak-llcf aorovcicil *m ibc IIS 
li.v.hmii-I iHliHjuuinia Aci. ll "a* fiom Itr |*. C. TutnpLun, ibrn Lxctuiiic 
lHi..i.x .i ii. lis r.J.,^1 RaduiBiu Couaiil iu lit lUwoiih. chjuitun m 

;nr ll-. Ah«» I n.ir.. ( uuhMmm. doled I) Sc|Hcmbn l%> || mji.^ m 
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Hinx icivodiMc »«irtmciu .mi ilm iul>|.\i ui Ik- i.jilml Jiiume Accmxi. llir 
blue appiiucli 10 tbc irpoil ».h.IiI he l» vi»» »nh j vuni*.-. viiji ( IiiIuiwj.J 
ujlrnrm id toncluwooi. ll *oubl Itxn \k ■> .t.i.i-lnl.«-nil «.ntci 10 iclccl Ihe 
ley wwni>b[ cimMilunli »bun o(Hti«.i.> sIkhjW Iv .otisfu m miIci lo tubilan- 
lute Ibr (jliditT «f iht .umluvnm. .« ■! uii.-ii.lnl j|>iuo|hijk ..HKj.kumni 

1 hope KJRl" *vll "oi u|ieiMe lite («»( •■» Asiwct? I tki believe. 

ho*tf«ci. ilu* wm ihe bjm i»i *\wh Mw US An.mu.- l=nei S y Commission 
decided Ibe to-calbnl paiiklc pfobkm vhii-.h il<>« iuji .i unall tailiitaciivc par- 
ikk) wa* no* a proWem. I »•;« new winlic.l iImi itiv ilccivion inakcu look 
pfopci account of Mmliei will at those ol tl I ivi> .•(«'.' "licit ihcy observ- 
ed a high incidence o( caitCL-i at ibc liuv »l t.iK.Nmi ol l*u-*J9 and oilici ta- 
,lnmm.)niri uoiki ihe stin ol jimiuK 



l<>) 



AnlCkl'iciKJiloiiiHJjni iaiti.iiii>n.it.»l. ••>• i-i-hlviuvviKiMinicicilaiid 
wi *lwi nianncl thrv »■■.■ Iui«tt.il ■■ !■•■'- .-..■hIiii- In l'«4 ICKI' 
|.uMr,h.-.l"" .1 i.-|h.ii fii m..|.n ..i.h.« --■" • : • l"« •> >- "" I'twl. 
.uiXihvi.il JIhI IjiK i.. .1.1.1*.-" it..- vi«.-i ■::■■■ i-''"'''' il'-'l h.-v. l^cn 

,\pciici»:cd in majoi i...l.:iu.>i. ...mk- n« i'l.icc» I licit lu*c been 

l.iui [aaal criiicality attnknii in ilic IIS (I t-s Mmiuh. NM on 31 Augutf 
Wi. 1 1 May 1946 and 30 lice. I'»^S .•«.! W'.-"l Kiv.-i hmcii.xi. Kl on 
'-I July 1964) and ilw SI .1 Kcici.ti .-|'l— i.-n ■'< >''■'*«« l'-'»*. 10. J 

(jnuaiv 1*1- Oiw tw> »•» l»llc ,lK lo «i ciiticality 

accidciut and tine* *ci« Idled »» «»»■ *•' ' trM l,,,| V '"« SI.- 1 

4ctidciii iCiotltd iii ciiviiomiiciii-il t ..iii...Hi;. iii..ii Inn betauic of ill 
iwlalifin in a deieii cnvironnKiit. coiii.iiiiih.hi.ui IhtviiuiI Itic plant silt 
and into Ihe public domain was iuiiiiiii.il I lift c *«c Kveial bad 
accidents at the Rocly IUn l*laiii ,: lift lai I'om Hciivd. CO and ih«t 
mubed it> wideipiead ciniionnunu! .oiii,.itmi..iion (ioiii Pu-2)9. 
Kcccntly iofwnwiion wai uncove'o' nulicMiii!: ttui «« * Dofrnhfr IM9. 
5500 Ci of Mil ««e teleaicil at tlw It.uil.u.l. Wa plain lo inl 
nwicraoJosical patleini and adcipucy m iii-iniincnii in caw bssion 
IHoducH wc« ujeJ ai an jJiunti lo chrmcil «:nlaic. Also ih«e had 
Ikcii bundled* of thousand* of Cunc% i.l.'i-.l mm "'« ■>» and imo the 
Columbia Ki*« dining opeuiioni ul ih. pl-iin ■'' »ca|«ms ptoduciion 
iluiins itie ■" 1 he Savannah Kivci. S*. pl.nn " ImJ n n.mibci ol icleaie* 
«l ladiciaciivcniaieiialiiitu lhcciiviioiiiii.nl All .■lihcscaiciiiciil* could 
nioviilc a wealih of uscftil inloiin.ilt.in on »lt.n lo tin ami iiui lo do and 

this infoiniaiion is i«M w.iiim? li i ..i;-.i;ii'.iu.ui like ICKI' lo hiine. ii 

i..r.lli,-t. Nine liavc been also man* i nut .hik'.iIiIv .itcnlciHi Me 

ibciukrai Y-lIinOaLitidw. INw, l(. !..».- l-i^i in «lmli five woiteis 
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K»i uv.-i JIX) i cm doses ,ni,| there ".is Hit mild eaplosion at Mul, ilchpum 
mi 10 Dcii'mlie. I'W.s where j ..in U I iCitivcil JiOlCill I lie Viikji. 
Vuijuvl.i'M accident on I j October I'JSS resulted m four persons receiving 
over aft) rem and one ol llicsc died after )2 days. I consider ii a shame 
lhai niiuli valuable information about these accidents has noi been 
brought logcihct and put into pi mi. Ai present ii only Imge.s in the 
uitittli s>< a few pctsom will living. 

So Ijf as I l now mud Chernobyl there had been only three major reactor 
accidents (SL1 rcacior. ) January 1961. Windscale rcacior No. I on! October 
1957 and Tln« Mile Island Kcactor no. 1 on II Much 1979). There was a 
massive csplosio.r ' ' apparency in improperly buried nuclear wane in itic 
L'ral Mountains in IH5T. but I have only fragmentary in formal ion on this. 
Possibly the Hiiisiaii mciiihci on ■ tie ICKI' Commission could provide details 
of this aciidcui for this lone .."aitcd ICKI' liar id book. Somcof the inform.v 
lion I have id mind .■>.;], I ),.„ , ;..■,■; „| ., v ., lance j, (he time iif I lie Chernobyl 
acidein. In iln loho»iii S | |i,i.iio« pcrsoiialcxpeiicncei that suggest the kind 

ol iiifor,.,,,!,,,,, iiui Wi.ii.ld b> -..t ih.s ICKI' handbook thai out hi m have 

Ken »mren iimiiv vc.n. .,,-,. | |„-s ,ne a* I o I lows: 

IH Ai the SI I ihiuli-in i|k ui.ii iiIi,ii.iii npthc stairs otitic rcacior building 
nit a res. uf .it u m ,ii „ c „i j n, K i. uniid of dun and in radiation field 

of hundic.h til icim/Ii. I hey ten ly received my large doses lo the 

nasopharyngeal rfM d n.Hluoli/.incin.il regions of ihe lungs and lo the 
SJiiioiDU-iinul H.i.i h,>i:i iin- nih.il.Kitin of l.iiec dmi panicles || ii nil 
Toriuiuic iii.ii Ijtul .i, »,-,| j» m un' blood and sputum samples were nor 
tiillciK-UaiHlaiialv.nl -11,-1 ihiv esposurc The autopsy daia On *he ihrci* 
bedirs ,,.( iii.m- uujjiu 1,1 ||| V Hjh ;, M j eventually recovered from ihe 
dcbui in iiie .cactor biutilmi;) provided cjireinrly uscfttl informal ran oa 
ibe naioie and iMmc ol die accident. 

lb) Following ibe vxplouon ol .he chemical proms lank ai Oal Ridge 
National labor ^luty 111 i%j. 11 was very imponani ibai *« approach ibe 
scene of ilic accident »uii ope is neutron <Iuk meters in hand. 

Although «'>' llluan .,. ;,,.- ,,,„,.-. „ uiflKtl ov , (j Kr ,i Ktt w ,„ rnOUKl. 
Pbiionium in iln, i.„,i, , ll( , M , my m ii t .d assemblies. Ai any inomeni ibe 
liu.iiid could have i tl || t .,| „ llu a v -,i lltJ i 1 01 ih jural ion. 

In Ibis same c\ plosion ,1 iai s e .niunmi of pluioniuni was blown 0111 
o«i an adjanrii building and onus a mad. Whhin four hours after Ibe 
aiirdeur «e had (Jin:d rhc road jnd grayed the adjacem buifdinc with 
paint. Later the toad «-.i\ 1.1U-11 up pate by -piece, placed in plastic con- 

laiucn and sent u, iln- .-m,i.d | ,il ,:(,niud. The building later was 

dis.i\,tmli|,i| |n,-i,>|., ,.,.■., j'l.ivc.l in I'.mal .om.i-ni 1 1 and |<i»|-,iiy 
bini.d i |ia-t ,i,u ;.„•-,!., I,.,,,, ( ||Miiub>| nhi-if ili.v .u c M.nhini; 
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k\[HAM"N AMU III AI III 

,l lll% C t.u.1d... S i »"•'» *"" WMn "'" n ,,,,,M ~" : "' "I"' ' 

« . 1 ld>ecoi..mcnde«epil...eo 1 itaim 1 iai 1 onby 1 b.. cl ia.1i.mm lido 

|„ „.c Y-U acuden. mentioned above I bad all ,0,1, ..I i.ieieii as I 
t . lllc ,ed this buildins and burned in on the cnucal-.y -.sse.nbiy «nh ...y 
„,« al,-. B ins.romen.S in hand *>«' ' '»>"">• <"« "'"' ""' J """" """^ 
llllllu .»e..l-a Simple llashb S U. 10 see and to read the «ki«v-Io. ,l« 

chx.m.iy »as now cu. oH m \W* U^»«b of a »..«l.ml«v b b.'S "» 

ina , of accidents, important bu. simple ihin t i »"-" *" l;,lk, "« ' ol cV 
UHP U. fiasohne pumps may not ope.a.e Ucause the ekui.tal ,ww« is 
knocked out After the Y II accident I had the plan. «(.««« colkti i cc 
ol wood from each of the highly Ciipmcil persons. ...» .. wrih Uepani. i« 

ptcvem coagubtion. and »e measured the |- » : Ha-24 « blood 

lo dctettnine the last and tbet.nal ueu.toi. dose lie *M«.|>I ' and 

"Nal...i)"Na). Different »l blood counts teir wk "' ' K 

.,nd ••iiil'C* of .rbromos.il abs-rraittms we..- ia<i * •'«• 

Whvpi I *>si.eu" Windscale a couple of ii.iy> alu't '»'■■■ .".■•"i". I '•" "' ' 

„, , na,„. problem* (I) they did no. get .be :hi .....rail ..-'"u.ic 

l,„ .u-M.il M.ivevs S.K..I eimiish a»«l (2)«»fi o-.il.t«"« •« """■ ,,JVI 

l„v.> avoided tl ibey bad had a well e<|..ipi^' " ; '' ;' "'"' 

u-ads ,t..d "ailing for ilsem .» "he tune •■ ..'"'"^ ■" ;i ' ' ' ' '"" 

( „o.l...'0 were available at .be lb.ee Mile A.odu u-< l.,..i.ib)l ... 

.ule.ii Maybe ir ICKI 1 will p.epa" »'» Wan*»A ■'» .*v„Uuu. «..o S u.- 

,K.sonnel .v.ll be better prepared for the tteti "''i' '■'"' '-'•'"" 

IVr .'..;;■■ K'KI-in ihisproi«<scd hnn.IU.ok .ould «."• -in *■•»■ -'• '"'" >| 

„„i ....i .. l..c hi Stapli'"- uia.i.u... or an »"'' tt -' ''■"' : ' " " "' 

Lk o. on. ...aphiie.cK.or a. Oak Hidge Nanonal I al.,...,...„ ..i-u. iIk- 
mnc m- had a visit r.om Sir John luckuoii ■'. ■'" ""■ ■ ' - - ■■=- lu *•"' 
i, lip ,Mcil with the necessity of f.l.e.s m it.e coob.. S .... 1.....1 -■ u-U' ■ 

before the cloud of do» >»* ***** ""« ^ ,hC SUi:l l "" J 'V , '' , 

, clul „ed .0 .be UK. the Windscale «*l was ahead. I, I. H|. 

a„ lh in 8 could stop a great scientist. An immense fdle, house .as bu. 
, n |,«av up .he s.ack. Ibis became known as <..k-U,..M , l.JI> b.. " 
,,.,,ily saved .be day dminj Ihe graphite lire ..1 Wmd^.-le -n > ikipi.li 

'" Ja.lv ai Oak Hidge and at Windscale and KtewU a. ( hcrn»l'>l *-ie. 

^ „ wed «wh much itep.dai.on toeAi." S uish Hie lire, hm .. ih.i .1 «" 

1,0.,-ccr. a. Chernobyl the wale- probably reacted wi.b ihe hoi meals 
and g.aphi.e ,0 produce large amounts ot nydro B cn We I «» ' 
Wimheak dut.ni Ihe lime of (he acci.km tarty m OuuK. U. '. I ■'* 

puzzled that even though .be fillers neat the i»l • "', '^'' 

"....-.-.I u-.h *a.<t. 'hrv bad held ,.,. n..s,t -.1 11.: ^ ^ ::■ i - ^ 

i . iu j.idtviJ7 an.i th.- i-m. in:, i =■'. i I" ■■'■• ' "' ""* 

,,.,d.i tb» W Iben 1 was 11.UI lb... dtn,e funic Hi M'> '-■"•!> "-" 
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Mined in the tunning pari ol the rcaum li.nl .until as condensation nuclei 
.mil i n lilt even waler saiuijicd tillers, iil.:ii'clyclhcitiil. I knew of course 
thai ilie 111 20-) was in the reactor io piuduce Po 210 lor (lie neuliori 
lugger then used in our atomic bombs.' so I kepi this » dark secret '" 
my mind until a few ycats ago when hiIiiiiii.iKou was declassified ami 
released that I'oilO was one ol I lie Wimlsialc fallout pio.lui.li in 193?. 
Incidentally, about icn years ago l)i A Stewart anil I h-iil jiim given 
lectures ai a meeting in London and in ihc question ptriuil II) Dunsler 
linwi member of [CKI'I criticised I* Sitw.ift fur having Mid an alpha 
(miller was disthaigcd with ihe fission iinulucts. In I lie discussion I tried 
in a weak way 10 tome to l)r Slcwait*s n-scut, Imi my lips were sealed 
became o( security. I'd-210. an alpha ciuuiti, was disthaigcd along wilh 
ihc bcia- and gamma-emming hi sum inoducls dining (lie W indicate 
.iicidcnt. 
[7) One lubieti which I believe should Ik- carefully lolhiwed us ICRI' and on 
uliu.li ii io u Id make vtiy useful iiiiHiiiiHiid.niiiiii, lor csaiiiplc, it thai 

ol ihc person ron pel ycai Jl the t is nuclei) pl.mli. Mill should be 

.uhhessed bnlh in Imiisol ikimiii ii-ih |n i it'-ii pei |>l.>nt ami [icmoiI 'cm 

Nil W'.ll 11,1 KHHIMW,. || „. |, |, im, | ; I.. ih.|,- lll.ll i..lll.-|ll.tk.H |«"»i 



(M 



l.uililics consistently li.iti a ht'.lri 

e than jii iirdci i)l magnitude 

,\ /mal ciamplc ul when- R'KI'. 
Negligent is in .netting the need ol 
mental i cleans of radionuclides 
■ndusliy. litre we think ul II I. ( 



i,i <li.n) .>ili. 



■ his iccild b 



, my is .ilitin. hai been somt-whal 

i depth iieaimcnl 01 I he environ- 
iil e.ic.ucsi ..unit! die iiueleai 

(I. Si S') .mil **l. I HI. CvIM and 
1)1, noble g,ii tit. Sntli a publican, m iiin;hi luip lo answer many 
recurrent cjucstiuiis sut. 1 1 as. Wli.ii .... the eim-tit inks <il t licit radio- 
nuclides? Was ICHI 1 jusiifiol m itdntim; iht .n.al.iy facim of I he low 
energy beta raduiion of II) finm I S iti I II when llitory suggest! the 
value of 2 is more appropriate? Why ilu some uuclcai power pi J nil 
discharge routinely imo ■ tic tiiviicmmtui .i liumlied limes ihc curie* of 
fission products released by Ihc average powei ijI.mii ' Should additional 
clfoits be made id icduec ihe large roiuini- icleast ol noble gates and H-3 
by a nuclcai power plain? Shuuld pimci plains minium Ihc release of 
C-14? 



In ihe foregoing I h.ive discussed u-li.ii 1 1 .insula .iicunncnl ihe wealiiessts 

i>l i ssmii of ICK1' and given a lt» iypit.il c\.iiii|<k's IViliJ|<s ihtrc a>e as 

iii.itiy weaknesses of com mission by ICKt' I iht lollimiris I W 'H discuss 

only one. namely the ICkl'-261iiuidbiiul .mil h.iw ii has itMilltd in ail increase 

.1 
■ n.i. ■ ■ , i ™ii. ■ ■.. iii.i.ii. '"r„i„ n. i 



in values ul iiia\iiiium |Hnnissiblc conttuii jiioii (MP(.) lor many ol ilit im.ii 
totninon and more daiigcruus radio nut tides such as Si (■) and Si Vil, II l| .md 
l*u 238. I'it-2) ( J and I'ul'll). The values now recommended by l( Ki' ,ue 
I lit tier than »e developed in 1VS9 for ICKI'2 when 1 was thaiMii.ui ol ilu 
Internal Dust Comimiicc ul ICK1'. I Ins increase imgtii be jusi.lial weic the 
list ol i adi all hi i induced tnntei much less than we perceived ii to lit almnvi 
ihmy years agt> tiui jiisi the culinary is (lie case; t inlay iht camti uh-IJiciciii 
is known to be al least an order of magnitude gicalti I hail ii was |hictited 
lo be in IVi'). 

Puling ihe l.tsl lew years dial 1 was an active member ol the Mam ('onums 
sion of ICHI', »c discussed an inconsistency in out basK initiiul duse Hand 
aid. namely, the values ol MI'C were based on coiiceiuiaiiuns m air. waiei 
and food thai at the end ul an occupational exposure period ul fall y vc.ut 
would i cull in dose lilts ol S icm/y to lotal body, gonads and at lot |itil) 
bone m:tri<iw. ill :...n/v lu hi'iie. Ihyrtiid arid slid and IS ti.ii/, in .in-, .iihei 
body organ', ihat "ere the tnncal body otj.ins (usually ihe orii.m mih ilie 
grcalcst cunt tiiii.itiuu ul tin- radiuiiuthde). In short, our liiierii.il Dum- ( om 
mil ICC "■■■!•■ i ink i"'tl ■<'' iiMiir iht same dust rait limit fur euii.nK .in.! .■. .. 
maiiti" .n Im "h.'k !■«•■•* I«t.ui-.-. wtric iht nlinle IhkIv i\|iuv..l i,> • i.n. . 
Ihc guiiads and atlit'i' hour iti.nnw alsti wuutil be e\|iOStil lo ) ifin/s I'.nii.il 
body exposure was kiiunn in Ik- less harmful than » hole. bod y e*pi ism t suihe 
permissible dnse rait ol ihc whole body should not be the same ai thai in iht 
gonads and aeiite hum- inanuu- It seemed lo inc ihc solution was vcrv iimph. 
uiiucly reduce ihc wholf I>.hI» dote rale lo 2.5 rtinf year. Ilo.io-ci ,.ihk 
nicmbeis felt this ".mid he a hardship lo the nuclear indusiiy ami »c dioukl 
keep the hmiiiin- "holt- hods dust at 1 icm/y for the nnclc.it Minltr e\|<uMir>- 
both to micitial and evleiual sourcts of radiation. I look the view ih.u iht 
ciicmal dose limit ol $ n-m/y as well as the internal dose limit was hmi ki t l. 
and both should be reduced lo be more in conformance with om icali/anon 
that the cancer risk from radiation was greater than we thought tl lu he when 
these limits were hrsl set. Unfortunately, in l?77, some years after I hail been 
moved to the si a ins of an emeritus member, ICRP-26 was adopted in v. huh 
the limiting dose rales after Idly years of occupational exposure ucrt set ai 
Siem/y to whole body. 2i)rcm/y io gonads (ait increase by a faciur ol 4). 
42 rcm/y lo at use Ikhic io;kio'i (an increase by a factor of tl). 42 i.'iii/s i,. 
lungs (an mcicasc by a l.itim ol 2 J). SO rcm/y io iliyrutd and bunt suit.i.ii 
(an increase by a laclor ol I 7) and ]) rcm/y to breasts (an increase by a lattoi 
of 2.2) 

While I "as siill an .iciim- member of ICRI' (not ycl moved lo the si.iim ol 
an emeritus nit-iiibei) we also discussed the possibility thai with the u.imn^ ol 
Ihe computer aye we shuuld he more sophisticated and calculate ihc MI'C nix 
jnsi on ihe basis uf the dose lu a trilical body organ fioin ihc raihumiclidt ih.u 
was m tins uriian bm also I mm what was in all the body uisans as iIhi 



c 
o 
o. 



o 
a 

-a 
c 
n 



3 
O. 



<_) 

la 



o 



E 
O 3 



o = c — o „ s o = 



| t? j, .- --~3 - - 















^ < — C : ^ **' U ~ ~ ■"'«*. ~~. — 7 "" ~ "" 



* |f £ i 3 # * , 5 3 = 2 3 £ 

. 2 q 

- - - '~ ?■ - v. Z Z Z 5 - ± Z 'Z. 






_ "3 *- 



.-. J j £ J *■ = — 









•=■*? "=— s s- E — _* 'S 5 *■ ** s ' Cl 
~ = — - J" 3 .2. c £n = -2 3'- '* 




- |y 



;.s5 : ^ 

! 1 ■£ 5 -i S 2 



i !if!ll ill HI^ 







i * ^ . — 






C-628 



o 
a. 



o 
a 



o 



.0 

3 

a. 



r- 

t 

<_> 






iu.-; (iv ■ J »|Jiii;i.wi H- «'= ■ a >"" "P 11 " "'* 

■ 1; .„ rf . j siluEl.1.11 ui <■*>* - 3 »-»*■« "I"" 1 r,,v 

d-VO-,,.01 -Mil, "'POM' lvci)0l»*»int-«ia3l it 06-iS »i »""W>'«3 * 




o 



?5 .- -^2 = 2 ■ 1aStSe2t = oS 



i I 



i t - "S- 



o o s 



if 

O 3 



•* = e e b o 

» ~ ~ - * — « -» » «■• « *» _ _ 

— ~f-„ — -. -■*-■ "-*..•—.■«-' • * * 

-~ * - * " »'^' , «"'ii'''ii*«" x " * * K £ * £ 

: = =,-. ""2222222B 
', «^ = 2-«::- — — - — 



s-iju* i 2 " 2 « S *2 *2 - 2 « S < '2 

»:Iil .2»:«s»:».S»S"i''iC- 



s ^ 3 ~ a a _, s 

nl ^ ,fi *i ini .-h — f\ 






."i'i . * ~ ■* » ~ 



= « 2 * 2 « 2 ■ 2 



* * i a s * 






C-629 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



KKC HI Ik IMIM.WIS AM II IIKNAIIVL til »' 



K MIIAIKh'l -M*(» III Al I" 



O 
I 

o 




>* '■•■/ 



u°u , .. .! 






So o o — ' 

S-O T T " T 
I „ — — «y* i^> — " 



o o o o o g 

"» o. o a c o r. 

5 ID Ul ol ul Ul Ul 

— <3 jClUU. 




■i-Sja ! K E 



liv-uitl- I'cuotl of ottupaiioiol o|wimi(c |ycJ>H 






;,, , ,,,,,. ;i ,1 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



o 
i 



II MP HliK ESTIMATES- AN At ItKNAflVi; VII w N 1 ' 

111 the above ii n poinicd oui that ICKI' lias nt>™ increased the limning dose 
rate 10 all indindoal body organs excepi when ihc whole body itself is Hie 
critical body organ, i.e. I he radionuclide is distributed rather uniformly in ihe 
body such at would be the cast for H-3 laLen in as IITO Tlie dose rates listed 
above are those 10 which ihe body organ of the radiation worker would be tub- 
jecied were he to be exposed ai ihe MPC of one of these radionuclides in air, 
waitt oi loot! for hf I y years at 40 hours per week and SO weeks per year. This 
limning dose rale, afier fifty years as given by ICRP-30 for example, is 
50 rtm/y to bone surfaces and to the thyroid Actually in lliese cases ICRP sets 
what ii calls ihe limiting commuted effective dose equivaleni, CEDE, *■'* dur- 
ing * year at SO rem. Thai is. a worker, for example, can lake in Sr-90 during 
a year in any m-inncr provided the dose from this one year intake is no mote 
than JO'cm when the bone Surface dose is integraicd thereafter over fifty 
years In Appendix I ii is shown (hat inula' for 3 work year J I the MPC will 
deliver a critic. il body organ dose integrated over hfty years thai it equal to 
ihts CEDE and this CEDE is equaf to Ihc dose rjre thai wwW be reached in 
this organ jftei fifty years of occupational cxiiosuic multiplied by one year, 
i i- ii ii mimciK-illy equalliiihc dose taw w.kIioI uiiUi\,iiit;.»ii (iillowiiuj. hfty 
n-ars' etposuit ai the MPC. fins it shown in heme -J liu tin* case of occupa- 
iioiuiI exposure to Si-90. Curvt A shows ihe iiicn-.is.jtis dusc r aic in boric tur- 
Ijiet of the radiation workei working in a tiinsi.mi work environment 40 
hums per week, SO weeks pet year fot fitly ye.iM "hen ilie ait concentration. 
i> maintained at the ptescni ICRP-30 DAC* of 60 llii/in' (I 62 * 10 %C./cc) 
of Sr-90. In this case I took the ICRI' salue of f*- 01 at the fraction of 
S( 90 going to bune surfaces and m - I2l)g .is ihe mass of these surface 
uiiuti. ICRI'-IO did not give a separate value ft" i'k fraction of St-90 going 
from blood to bone surfaces so I interpreted the U 01 value io be ihc product 
of the fraction to blood by ihc traction from blood to bone surfaces. A value 
"ii not given in ICRP-30 for Ihe biological half-life so ( back calculated to 
get T = r»7,/( A *■ T.) » 4.96I years in onler ihai [lie fifty-year integration of 
dose tail from a year's intake would be SO rem as required by ICKP-30. I used 
ihe t'tJH I.I MeVper disintegration of Sr 'JO plus iitdaughict Y-90. It should 
be emphasised that fCRP-2 set fi/ = ioiE(JN= 5 i MeVpe, disJniegraiionand 
since I see no justification for ICRP having hi rV = I m ICRP-sO. I believe 



IX) 



maiii \ r rrnv ,i.\i> m/\i in 



U AtcumulJicJ Jok horn tipoiuie io Mil ji It'RI' 2 lcv r | ul1« 10" pCuVc 
C Accumuland dose from exposure to Si'Ai ji ICKI' JO level of DAC = 60 llojrn' 

II 62xlO"'i.Ci/cc) 
l> Accumulated dose from cipoturc IO Si 90 ji ICKl'2 level ul ) I x 10" " pCi/cc 
I .Vuiiinulaii'tl 'iW Iroui c\pt>Mi<c in *»■ '"< u (>**" N1 Hm/i'i' I"" »"«S values 

»r EON./,, if. a„j / jj jivt,, ,n ICKI' J 
I Aicumulaird dose fiom (iposurc i» 1 1 M " l>A< "*> l!.|/.ii' t<»i using saint, 

of LQN. /, 'ii and T ai ginrii m ICKI" .' 



I In- dme i.iie values •■! niive V in I'ibuic 4 are under eslnii.iled ji U.isl by .1 
Ijcioi of S The cquniiiiiis Im cutves A and D are dvnvcd in Appendix II Ii 
isuoied llul boihiiirves|i:is> ilirough the dose rale limil JI filiy years— Cut vc 
A at 50 id n/ year :md Curve I) at )Urem/year. Curve A with a shorter tulf lilr 
(f - 4.%y) reaches it-, eiimtitjiiiiiii ai iOieoiJy in about tony yeaii wheteas 
C'uivcD wiili. i longer li.ill lile ( I - I?. Sly) passes through ]0rein/y|ai 86 pel 
cent ol eqiiiliiitmml.ii liliy yv.iii but as shown by Curve Din Figure S it would 
not reacli us equilibrium level ul N.tl tem/y until about ISO yeais. As indicated 
by Curve C in I iguic (>. eiiMiMiie .il ihe new DAC of 60 ilojiu' (1.62 x 10 ' 
^Ci/ec) lor Sr-'A) tin liliy ytjn >Miuld result in an average bone surface dose 
of 2140 lent bin. .ii indicated by Curve il, when applying Ihc values of HON 
nr.lmt f .is fivvn m WHI'l thii »ouldresuh in a Itwal bone dose of JJ 30 rem. 
I'iguies > .mil f> nidK.ue Mimlai mereascs in thyroid dose rate and dose lor 
1131 cu'epi ili.it the L'.|nilihiiiuiidO)C iaie in Curve A of Figure S it 91 icin/i 
uiMe.id ol die ICKI' ''1 liniii >>l it) rein/y. No reason it given in ICKP-30 lor 
tliii .ipji.iuiii disiieji.Mk\ I i.ure n indieiiies Ihe SO-year accumulated duse l>> 
l('H|'?(l.|K-ulie.ii.i.i 1 - i» -t^'il Kin (Curve A) and by ICRI'2 siwcilicatioiiv i^ 
lliSll j, hi (I iiivi til I >>i- ii.. iii.iiliv.iliun d), .my ul these ineie.ises 

■ i i,M I UNION 

In onilIumi'ii I >i,,li i.p ie eni|di.i<.i'C thai I have hrmted this diseu\Siiui i>> 
tiitkiMiii .'I ilie "ink id u<. Main Commission of ICKI' in its aceoiu- 
liliiliiiKins .mil l.i,l, ,'t ilieii, ,»vi the past sixty ycats. In ilus I Jin |Hiuiiiue 
(lie lingci ai iiivm-II .is «.» .:- rii itf Iters because I was om- ol ilin ilmttxti 
iiiciiiIki bod) lui .iIhxii i »ei,i>. le.irt. .Some of ihe committees ol ICRI' li.ne 
done an ou'llem |ut> ^K \u >,i>i|>.il crilicisnis of ihc Main Commission .if ■ 
lli.il m many eases it has not responded to iinpoilanl silualions ol liigli 
eipo>ure Jo juiji/jjjj; j.iJi.jjjjjd or I us been unnecessarily slow in response anil 
it has increased iK-rmissilile evposuri; levels al a lime when ihcy should have 
been reduced. 

miVUHUNCUS 



J'nw, mill WNf/anii. CKC Press. Clescbiid. Oliio. ll> 
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1 I >. I.nl.n. KuiIhiuk 

2 Ki'|Mrl In Ilie Cii.i.-ii' 
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i. M. k.ilu jikI I liamei. "NikIi-.h po™ei. borh sides'. Chapicr 2, Uinleitiumuiuis 
ih<r A'n*i by K /. Muigju. »' W Noilon & Co.. New Yoik jnd London 

4 A M. Sressaii, Delved elle^is ol A bomb rj Jill ion: a rt>ieu of reient mon.ilny 
inlet ,ini I risk csrun.iies li>r i'ih .year »ir>ivo(i. J oj Epidrmiolo%t mul Cum- 
muni:. 11,-uliii. .II>. Sil s(, ii'i.sj) 
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A Quick Loo'* at Sons of the Radiation Halted* 

Associated with the Galileo MlJ*lon 

by 

Karl Z. Mot gin 

September 19, 1989 

Dr*. H- A. Poehler and Lanny Sink In requested th»c I look Into Che - 
radiation rllkl astoclitad with the proposed October \l, WB9 launch of the 
Callleo Plutonium Shuttle In a Mission to Jupiter. Unfortunately this re- 
quest came at a time I am deeply involved to two cam where persons have 
been seriously overexpoted by radioactive material and when I an preparing 
far t'-*o overseas trips v.ctiin the coir, in; toe weeks. I must and an. h;wever, 
herein spending two days to write this and cal, attention to two radiation 
problems associated with this mission. These are: A - Erroneous statements 
regarding the risks and their magnitude and B - Po*»lble oversights and 
alternative solution* C.i this problem. 

Before beginning Chi* dlscu*slon. however, I should scat* I enchusiae- 
tlcally support effort* to *tudy all bodie* in our *olar syjteo and of our 
near.tt «t.r. («.». Proxttna Centaurl 4.16 light years* (LY) , Alpha Centaur! 
4.3 LY, Barnard* Star 6.36 LY. S.rius 8.S LY. etc.). A* a neober of the 
?lanetary "Society, 1 miwgl>- endorse »1\ efforts to explore ^-.« s?ace to 
learn no« »bout the put, present and future -t the univera. .ince Che big 
bang and to find out if life eKi*ts other than that on earth and, 15 so. Its 
state of dev.lopm.nt. ,* the other hand, as one of the principal organizers 
of health physics when t* goal was to be a science and a profession. I would 
Ilk. to b. aa.ur.d that ch. radiation risks are adequately studied, sufficiently 
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understood and appropriately attended so chat we do not »erlously ha — ~*n 
and hi* environment or obscure and confuse cha information va seek. 

A • During Cha 38 years I have been working with Ionizing rediaticn X 
have seen so many mistakes, aiascacement* , eoverups and untrua *t*te=enci by 
membars of our goverrasant agencies (e.g. AEC, DOE, NRC, NASA, etc.) and by 
repreaentatives of cha nuclaar industry that I saak Independent safety evalu- 
ations of radiation risks bafora I crust their accuracy. 

Tha day bafora Che US space roekee carrying 17,000 Ci (2.15 lis) of 
Pu-218 was schadulad Co blase off soma of my AEC friends assured n* ;ht risk 
of an abortive mission and earth reentry was 10 (ona chance in 10 ,"0 ,000) . 
1 laughed ac than b* causa this wai essanCially a zero risk of reentry. A* 
it turned ouc Cha risk va* 10 « 1 ot cha rocket and it* cargo of 2.15 pounds 
of Fu-236 ua* Ir.ctntratid over tne lr.dian Ocean in April 1966. At : hive 

pointed ouc, chia ua* a causa of concern. Tor example, 1! only O.ZZZ*' of 

9 

this plutoniun were t»k*n up equally by all people of cha world (i . 5 x 10 > 

this would deliver IS oretn/y (the present EPA limit for persons living near 
a nuclear power plant) co them every year of their lives. Ua of course do 
noc know hou much of this Pu-218 resides in persona now living or dead and 
in children co be born Che neat 100,000 years, buC it is noc unreasonable co 
assume it will have caused many thousands of deaths. By comparison , If 
Galileo Incinerated lea SO lbs of Pu-238, cha risk to tha world population 
would ba ovar 20 tiaes greater. To make matters especially bad, Pu-133 de- 
posited in soma body organ* is there essentially permanently (a.g. biological 
halt Ufa In bona i» Zf/0 years). Further, there are mora radiaelon induced 
cancers per rem ac low dose* ' {especially for 'alpha emitter*) tran at high 

dotal. The causa of a cancer at low dote* nay "hide" but chia cannoc remove 
:he guile of those who ire responsible. 

Some of our govertaenc administrator* seam to ba slowly learning not co 
.,-derese ir:ite racia;li>r. ris<s :v orders =* staemcude. For examola. ;~a iclen- 
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tist in charge of r *vlewlng the Galilao on* ton iac hi* estimate of plutenium 

l -7 

release ac 10 instead of 10 and liur recanted thlt aaclmata agreeing that 

thlf was far coo low and C. Redmond, a NASA spokesman confirmed the risk to be 
about 2 x 10. Thasa rlik estimates are certainly better than the 10* value 
NASA used foe tha Challenger before Its accident. From tha United data I 
have seen, I uould hesitate to put the rlik of a Pu-2.38 release in the Jupiter 
Mlsaion at leaf than 10" 

Another serious fault of the nuclear establishment or supporters (A£C . 
DOE KRC, KCRP, NASA, ACRS , 1CRP, nuclear power companies , employees of National 
Laboratories, moat preseni-day health physicists, etc.) is they underestimate 
the risk of radiation indicad cancer or the cancer coefficient , S - cancer 
deaths/person rem. Theae persona and organizations atill use S =■ L to 2 x 10 
uhen careful evaluation of major studies ' ' ' of radiation induced cancer at 
lou level* of expoaura conflm that it cannot be less than 10 . Sadly, 
thesa supporters of the nuclear establishment teem to have set a new defini- 
tion of "acianee." To tiiam it ii a ictence that obtains answers you want, 
that confirm preconceived ideat, that offers the greatest rewards. Dr. Paul 
C. Tompkins. Dap. Dlr. of the federal radiation Council on Sept. 25. 1962 In 
a letter to Dr. C. Seeborg, chilrwan of AEC and to others explained how the 
establishment operates when ha said In regard to forming committees to deter- 
mine risk, set standards, etc. "The basic approach to the report would be to 
start with a simple, streightfirward statement of concluaioni. ... It would 
then be a straightforward natter tc select the key aclentlflc consultants 
whose opinions should be .ought la order to substantiate th. validity of the 
conclusions or recoenend appropriat* no-lif icat ions . " Dr. 0. W. Hoellet, 
long ti»e chairman of AC: S hit the «*h on th. head by aeylng when he deliv- 
ered the President's Menage to the wealth Physics Society. "Essential to such 
leadership (for * growing aoclet T ) a that we speak out and make known our 
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positions on *och issues is nuclitr power ssfecy and radiation protection 
guides. ... To paraphilia an old adage . 'ut'i all put Qu r mouth where our 
money is' . " 

During this same paries' there un * move underway to lower cha ^.axlnum 
permissible body burden of Fu-238. -139, or - ?i0 below cha 0.04 uCi (2.3 x 
10 g or 5.1 x 10 lb) level because of the w-tilltH "particle problem.'' 
Sine* rh« volume of a sphere of tissue with 0.04 lCI of Pu-236 or -2.it at 
the cancer Increases as cha cube of the radius and tha dose tf a b«dv tinn' 
v«ci«t inversely •* the mass of tissue receiving this dose, tha data contain- 
ing this 0.04 uCl In a single parclcLa ts eitrreily large. I.e. 1.4 it 10 tSK; 
(1,400,000,000,000 rem) . Many of us and a number of organisations , e.g. . 
Natural Resource Defense Council, cried unsuccessfully to lower the permis- 
sible body burden of plutemum by one or two orders of magnitude. T>.ere were 
a few studies suggesting 1 uCi of pluconlum spread out over a large volume of 
tissue was less harmful than when contained In a s=iall particle in the body 
but thart vera other studies giving the opposite result. For example, a study 
by H. Lltco. H- P. Flnket and A. «. Brues Indicated tbst goxfM particles (1 ug 
or 0.061 uCi) of Pu-239 "injected locally undci r^e skin (of mice) l-duced fib- 
rosarcomas even though a portion of the injected do* a va« rewoved (by body 
fluids) from tha alts of injection." 

As tha AEC saw it this was a matter for eocnittea decision. The commit rtf 
apparently was selected by the standard rule (the one Spelled out above by 
Tompkins) and tha proper decision uai allured -- "3 psrticla problem. 

Soma time later I published a paper showing the value of 0.04 uCi for 
Plutonium waa too high at least by a factor of 2CC but it suffered under ch> 
Tompkins rule. Still later, ft. P. linen and R. D. Oldham published a 
paper showing tha effects of oxidation itate* of pluconiuo on te» uptake hy 
tha CI -Tract. They found that when tha plutot.iua waa administered in the 
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?'j(III) ttate the retention m the ba^« and liver after four days j»i 0.3QSX, 
in th* Pu(IV) state O.OOIZ end in the Fu(VI) seaca 1.731.* After 30 days th* 
retentions irere 0.010. 0-331 end 1.37 percent!, respectively. They found chat 
Pu(IVJ K oxidltad ca Pu(VI) by chlorlnatlon tn -Jeter treatment plant* »o noat 
Fu would be Pu(Vl) In city dnnklnf. vater. rood in the stomach, ho^avar, ety 
convert nueh of cha Pu(VI) to Pu(IV). Thui, sarcastically apeaking, water 
should not b« chlorinated beceus* today Fu ti present almost utiiversslly in 
uster and partons ar« at risk if they drink uster without food on thtlr 
stomach! Needles* to lay. cha CRDA (juccsssor C3 A EC) had * flald day de- 
preciating, these findings. 

C. 8. Stllluagon and I hava * paper Just off cha press shoving the 
0.0* ud level for ?u Day be too high by at Wait 1,300. 

Perhaps on* might at* ii ?u-233 a* harmful ai Pu-139- Xn 196- U. S. 
Snyder, H. B. Ford and I published a papar shoving Pu-llS It ISO Clot I nor* 
hazardous than Pu-239. 

From cha atmospheric testing of nuclear weapon* that* >ra about 3 * 10 CI 
(1.72 x 10*g or 38 lb) of Pu in cha eerth's lurftct environment and only a 
mail fraction 1* Pu-238 (Fu-238 contamination in a weepon could cause un- 
wanted heating and neutron emission). How MSA plana to add 50 lbi ol Pu-23S 
to the 38 lbs five nations have added to a period of folly to our environment. 
Seelitini th* dangers of Pu tj life orchis plenet, nations have aireed eo 
desist fr=3 further atmospheric testing. Will cha US defeat or c:n th* risk 
of defeating the purpose of this international ajreementT 

S - Unfortunately, ctiii section on soluticn of the problem n short be- 
cause there is no adequate solution at the present cine if nan is to continue 



Mote: The present itanaardi ino leveli si Tjximum permtesisie concen- 
tration of plutonlua in food, water and air use 0.00161. 
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missions beyond the inner planets Ibtyond J'.»is> . in the above 1 have sec- 
tioned a ftv of the problems but without Count there ire ir.any ign. For ex- 
ample, I have yic Co see a discussion of the problems cauaed by the 5. 2 x 1 3' 
fast neutron* produced per second by spontaneous ftsaton of chit SO pound* of 
Pu-233- Thi* would eorre*pond co tlSn/cm S at one meter If there were no 
ther=all*ation and itMnuition, I do not know the details of eonstr-jetio:: of 
these sources but an inch o£ graphite and the thin steal* about the sourr is 
are vary ineffective In reducing neutron dose. This 415«/c;s S corresponds to 
3.53 k 10 reffl/y for an RBE of 7 for neutrons in Che range of 5 to 7-5 MeV 
from (he Pu-238. I tauld chink more and berrar neutron shielding 1* required 
to protect Instruments and persons near these source*. 

Other radionuclides such as a mixture of Pb-210 (21y) and Po-IID (133d) 
night be cgnaldered along with solar panels. Ware this combination adopted, 
In the inner planet vicinity, reliance would be mostly on the Solar panels 
for energy but a* the biea eolctlng Pb-210 decayed Into its alpha emitting 
granddaughter Po-210, energy would come from tlie Po-210 S . 30S MeV alpha emis- 
sion. At I have indicated the activity of parent end daughter. are equal 
and the alpha activity of the daughter (Po-210) reach** a nexlaua at 



T T 



t - 3.3a 1 



s*d 



T 

t~t. lo «ioi: 
p d d 



, ,, 21 k 138. &/3 65 . 21 x 365 

3 - 3 ' 51 - Ijs.^'ioi t3 »io ua.« ' 



t ■ 6.6-4 yeara 



The proper mixture of these c- radionuclide* at take-off could anure proper 
reiult* throughout flight. This tuust itution . however, jraoanly would r.:z =e 
jrJct:;il 3«eauie of tf-.i ?j;ot di: Ji:-_i;y in jetting enougn ?b-2l0 ('..*. - '- 
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has beea discarded neatly as a uaste product to the nraniuM refining industry; - 

A bee» etfd-tcer such as Sr-90 (27. 7y) plus it* t-90 (6*hr) daughter with 
energies of 0-5** HaV and 2.Z7 HeV, respectively, uould require oor* curiti 
then Fu-238 (trleb aa alpha of 5.5 MaV). This uould be « hazardous choice but 
the 27.7 year half lit*,- rather cMa che Fu-ZlB's 86.4 year half life and a 
biological baU llf* ia bone of 30 years rather than the Fu-238 valua of 200 
years maid be disclose advantages for cbts substitution . 

Klsxures of Cs-117 {30y) end Cs-134 <2.05y) should not be considered 
oecanse her* th» «a>lwii*nul hazards night be •* bad aa those with Pu-238- 

Another oversight ney a* lack ol cooaidcracioa of Che daughter* of Pu-Iio- 
Tfa* chain of course is 



233. 



"^u-ou.ty ^^.^O-WI.OOOy ^» 2 ^Xh-o0.0007 ==> "Jaa-1.601y ^=> 



■ S ^O.Sld^ 2 iSo.lH.^ 2 »Ib-».8.-i."* 5l . l ».7 a 



M 



ft* 



82* 



83 J 



^JJpo-IMmS ^=- 2 j;?b-2l, -ft.»5Bi-S.01d JU 2 »ft,-lM.M_ 



Thus, uith the dispersal of =*u-23S frJm these heat generator! va are not con- 
cerned solely «itn the 86. *> half life of Fu-238 but with It* daughters apd 
granddaughters chat vooM b* around for millions of years. Although I would 
dearly lor* Co know Cbe find log* of a Jovian sitmUm, I oust scroagly urge 
Its blast-off be delayed until aoit independent studies era conpletad. 
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1934 Castleuay Drive 
Atlanta, CA 30K.3 

Hay <•. 19BS 
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Hr. Lando U- Zeeh, Jr., Chairnan 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
1 Uhita Flint North 
111SS ReckiiUi ?lks 
Roekvllle, KD 10802 

Dear Hr. Zeeh: 

During the period of April 13-19. 19S3 I attended meetings In Sydney, 
Australia of three organisations, the International Radiation Protection Associ- 
ation (UFA), the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) and 
the International Atonic Energy Agency <IAZA). At these aeetlng* Hr. R. E. 
Alexander of your organization gave a paper with which I strongly disagree. Tha 
principal focua of hli pa par was that he and hta itaff ware recommending to you 
that tha HRC not follow the lead of tha Ut by reducing tha maximum parol nibla 
exposure (MPE) for occupational vomer* by 1/3, i.e. from i rao/y to 1.5 rea/y. 
Ha proposed that the NRC mtclc tha ICRP and count more bodlai bafora reducing 
the HP£. 

1 waa one of the 11 meabers of ICRP for over 20 year* and now an one of it* 
4 emeritus member* but have bean strongly In opposition to two of tta recent 
move*: 1> to lncttMt, level* of oextoium ptral*«lble cone eattac ton (HPC) of 
radionuclide* In air, water and food at * tin* when the change* should have been 
In the opposite direction because the rl*k of radiation Induced careloon* 1* now 
known to be much greater than we thought It to be when ICRP-I we* publl«hed in 
1959 and 2) at It* 1987 naatlng In Cooo. Itely ICRP acknowledged that It* e*tl- 
nate of risk of radiation Induced fatal cancer, o - 1-25 per 10,000 p*r*on-r*ts. 
va» too low In light of recant publication* of the RERP Japanese research group 
doing studies on aurvivor* of the atomic bonblnga of Hlro*hlna and Nagasaki 
but failed to act. ,...,. 

A* you know, tha racomsaodad value* of HPE a* given by ICRP and applied by 
the HRC are baled on value* of a as deternlnad by tha Japanese studies • 

Prior to the Cono meeting of ICRP a petition signed by ovar S00 scientists 
(Including my*elf) from 16 countries requested tha ICRP to raduca the HPI level. 
In response the ICRP ecknowledged that "Under the new DS-86 dostnetry this 
increase in risk 1* raported a* being by a factor of about 1.4 and that longer 
follow-up "and other factors cited in the paper <D.L. Preaton and D.A. Pierce 
of R2RF) raise the risk estimate for the exposed population by a further factor 
of tha order of 2." The product of the»a two factor* 1* about 3. To « It wet 
Incredible and amaalng that in spice of this recognition of fact tha ICRP con- 
cluded, "This Information alone is not sufficient to warrant so immediate change 
In the doss limits." 

Fortunately for the workers In the "UK tha National Radiological Protection 
Board took appropriate action to protect lta radiation workers in November 19B7 
(KBPB-CS9) and ruled "Consequently, the Board reconaanda that tha occupational 
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worker* exposure should b« so controlled •• doc to exceed an average effective 
do** equivalent of 13 m5v par yaar (1.3 rea/y) . " This reduction by a factor of 
3 hat baan taken at. an Initial *t«p with tha undcrstendlng that additional re- 
ductions probably will b« required when the devaluation of the Japanatea date 
It conpletad. The need for an additional reduction team) eminent because Preaton 
and Pierce using a linear dose-effect aodel arrive at a radiation cancer rlik of 
a * 16'fatal cancer* per 10,000 pereon-rea or (1.23/16) X 5 rea/y - 0.39 raa/y 
or a reduction by * factor of 12. 6 instead of a factor of !■ 

Regarding the firat aove of ICRP to which I have objected (nantloned above) , 
I encloae a copy of a table which I gave In e lecture in London laat year end 
which wee published tn tha book Radiation and Heelth by Jones and Southwood, 
John Wiley t. Sons. This table eaphe»lt*s the appalling fact that when ICRP pub- 
' llahed ICRP-26 (1977) and ICRP-30 (1*79) it increaaed rather than dacraaaed the 
UPC values for • number of the radionuclides of major concern to the HRC such a* 
Sr-90, C-14, Cc-60. 1-131 and Pu-239. I wea chairman of the original Internal 
Dose Comnltcaes of both ICRP and BCRF for over .20 years and thl* was during the 
tine when ICRP-2 was published. This ICRP-2 is the basis of NK limits sat in 
Its format Title ID rart 20 regulations which ware in use by the BK for over 
two decades. I testified before tha ACRS in opposition to the HRC moving in the 
wrong direction end using the ICRP a» a template In revising Its values of HPC 
and was under the Impression that Mr. Alexander sided with ne on this Issue, but 
apparently I was mlstak«n--polities end appeasement of those in the nuclear In- 
dustry rather than a lower cancer risk are more Important. Incidentally, as one 
of the five first ha*Ith physicists (thare are 20,000 in the world today), as 
the director of the Health Physic* Division of ORHL for 29 years and as tha first 
president of both tha Health Physics Society and the IRPA, I still aa in favor 
of ths proper git end development of nuelaar energy but not at any cost. 1 ap- 
pleudad the HRC whan it sat the value of 1 rem at 31,000 or the value of a human 
Ufa at 310,000,000 (I.e. 31,000 4- 1 fatal cancer* per 10,000 person. rea - 
310 000 000 per fatal cancer). Now, however, with o - 10* 3 , 31,000 per person 
rea corresponds to only 31,000,000 per human Ufa. Is this an appropriate eval- 
uation! I believe wa could have this industry without covsrups and half truth*; 
I believe that some of the nuclear power plant* have an excellent operating 
record and should be eoewended end encouraged to further Improvements while other* 
have a miserable record of aafety and acceptable operatlonel history end *hould 
have been shut down end decommissioned permanently. I hope In the year* to cows 
e oalor portion of the interest end effort of KRC will be in the davelopaent of 
inherently «ef« nuclear pfwer planti--only then till we have no mora Chernobyl* 
and can w* expect more orders In the US for new cuclear power plants. Many 
persons balk at tha nucleer waste problem end believe It 1* insoluble but a* the 
director of ths ORHL-HP division thst conducted the studia* on disposel of high 
level nuclear waste in the Kan*** bedded aalt formations. I believe thl* problem 
cen be solved but only by e hard-nose policy end progress end not by dcprccleting 
the risk of radlstion Induced cancer and failure to acknowledge facts. Since I 
left ORNL In 1972, the redlatlon wast* disposal program hea languished and is 
trying to reinvent the wheel. 

There are many reason* why the cancer rl*k Is greater than that given In 
BCIR-I11 4 IV. 1 eneloia alio a £*<-■ additional pages from the above reference*. 
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Comment » Relative to Treatment and Dltpoaal of 

2 .-100,000 gal. of Contaminated Water at tHl-2 

by 

Karl I. Morgan 

March 19, 1987 

Qualification! Co t«pran an Opinion 

1 - So far at 1 can determine I aa the fine pat ton to publlah a paper 
showing how to calculata doic from internal axpoaure Co ionising radiation and iat 
*c*ndards of HFC (Tolerance Concentration of Radioactive Subatancaa," by K.Z. 
Morgan, J. Phy*. L Colloid Chats. 51, 984, 1967). 

2-1 uai chairman of tha Internal Doee Commit eeea of both ICK? and NCKP 
for about two decadet. 

3-1 hav« worked with and researched ionising radiation and haalth phyalct 
problems for over SO years. 
Material* Reviewed in Preparing That a Commenta 

1 • NUR2G-06B3 Sup. Ho. 2 (draft report) 

2 - GPU Nuelaar Corp. Attachment 4410-87 -1-0023 

3 - CPU Nuelaar Corp. Attachment! 4410-86-L-0178 

4 - HCJtP Commentary Ho. A, "Culdeltnei for tha Releaie of Waaca Watar from 
Nuelaar Facilities with Spaclal Rafaranca to tha Public Haalth Significance of 
tha Propoiad Release of Ttaatad Vaate Waters at TJ1I . " 1987 

Command 

My comments ere vary brlaf becauaa I hava been able to ipend only two day* 
on chl* review. 
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Comments on HC HP-Coma. Bo. i fit pore 

I believe Chat 4 1 Chough the task group that prepared chit report contained 
some expert* in the area of radioactive wet re disposal (e.g. P. L. Parker, J. U. 
Healy end D. C. Jacob*), the final conclusion* thou Id not ba accepted In the de- 
cision to dispose of the radioactive water by the methods proposed by CPU without 
sosw modi licet Ions, I agree with their conclusion chat after evaporation the 
vapor ahould not be raleaeed up the 30 meter stack but pumped to the 11,000 gel. 
condensate teat tanks. Discharging tha condensate vta mislng with cha 21,000 
gal, par nlnuce blow down water from cha draft cooling tower la far better then 
direct discharge to. the river but I aa opposed to thl* method of disposal. I 
urge that, rather, investigation be mad* of disposal of the Z.l x 10 gal. of 
watar by one of tha following aethods listed In decreasing order of preference. 

1 - Load the water (condensed vapor) Into tank cart and (hip and tnr.sloti 

on a boat for disposal at saa. Thl* would provide a far mora rapid 
meens of dilution. This method of sea disposal should receive no 
sarlou* challenge by thoaa concerned with our International Agreement* 
Regarding Sea Disposal because of tha relatively low level of radio- 
activity and predominance of H-J. Using this method of disposal the 
insult to. tha marine environment and to man would ba order* of mag- 
nit ode Zest than those posed by the English operation* neer Seescalt 
where they discharge radioactive waste into the Inah Sea. Tha shipment 
of the 420 carloads using 5.000 gel. tank cars should present no seri- 
ous risk*. 

2 - Load the veter (condensed vapor) in 5,000 gal. tank care and send to a 

alee prepared to dispose of the water by deep -we 11 Injection. Con- 



*0ne of thaaa 1* that of tha London Dumping Convention, IMO-198. 
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fldarlng thara will b* vary llttla aolld natarial in thli condanaata, 

daap-wall dlipoaal 1> nada Co ordar. 
3 - Dlipota of tha watar (condan*ad vapor) by thipplng In 1,000 gal. tank 

ear* to a alta praparad to dllpoia of it by tha hydrofractura mat hod. 
Commant* on tha HUREG-0683 Sua. Mo. * Kaport and tha Two CPU Attachmanta 

Thait raport i at uall as tha NCRP raport undaraatlmaca throughout tha dta- 
euiilont tha doaa to tha Individual (rtma) and tha population dota (par*on ranis) . 
Tha HCRP raport la doubly at fault In that it uaaa valua* of O (cha cancar coef- 
flclanc ■ cancan (althar Incldanca or mortality) • 10* cancari/panon ran) 
which I and many othara In thti ftald baltava 1* low at laaat by an ordar of 
wgnltuda, I. a. tha valua thould b« no lata Chan 10~ cancar daathi par pcrion 
ran. (Saa Cha chaptar, p. 116-129, Id tha Encyclopaadla Britaniea, "Hatard* of 
Low-Laval Radiation," by K.Z. Morgan. Copy attachad.) 

Thl» NUXEG raporc glvaa a tabla Ho. Z.J of tha NXC concentration* In air and 
watar (above background) that ara accaptabla In raatrlctad araaa. Balow I re- 
produce tha flrat and third column* froa thli tabla but add tha (PA valua* I 
calculate that ata baaad on Cha EPA limit of 4 arama/y to tha total body for 
drinking watar. Valua* ara not glvan by IFA for bona to In thl* labia I incraaaad 
Cha valua for bona froa 4 nraa par yaar (for toeat body) to (tt/S) » 4 - 24 mrao/y 
bacau** tha ICM-2 Unit far occupational axpoiure of bona la 30 rao/y and tha 
Halt for total body la 3 ra»/y- 



Iaotopa 



8-3 



S-TB 

I 

Sub 



Watar Activity Vatar Activity 

Limit of MtC (uCl/cc) Llgit of tPA (uCl/cc) 



3 X 10*! 
3 X 10. 



-i 



1.4 X 10 



*•■/■- 
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P- 

00 



laotopa 


Uater Activity 
Halt ef UK (uCl/ee) 


LI 


Uatar Activity 
alt of EPA ( u Cl/cc) 


Cs-137 S-IB 
I 




2 x 10". 
* x 10 




1.6 x 10" 7 -" 


Sr-90 S-B 
I 




3 x 10"' 
* x 10° 




3.2 * 10" 9 


S - Soluble, I 


■ Inaoluble 


IB - Total Body. B - 


Bona 





Htra It 1* notad thara la essential sgreeaent Cor H-3 but tha HKC valua Is 123 
Claa* tha EPA valua for C*-1J7 and 12.S00 ctoaa the equivalent valua Cor Sr-90. 

Whan two Government ftgancla* differ to such extreaaa In evaluating an en- 
vironmental risk, I ballava tha peoples' court, DA, In tha lntaraat of safety, 
should Insist tha mora conservative agency and tha ana la thlt cut established 
ta protect ean and hla environment. Cakes precedence. 

B««, 1 took a quick look at Tables 2.2 and 2.3 In BUREC-068J Sup. Ho. 2 
and tha tablaa la tha two GPU Attachments. Tho data lo chase tablaa vara some- 
what surprising. 6a low In colons 2 and 3 (1st two Items) t |iva data from chase 
tables. Where tha values In tbasa reports dlCfarad, I entered to column 2 tha 
valua that was published last. I darlvad aquation* (see Appendix) and ud> a 
numbar of calculations (having avallabla only a hand calculator) and entered 
some of tha results In tha above tabla. All tha valuas ara for tha adult 
(standard or reference Man). Tha doaas la moat ceees would bsve been consldarably 
larger for tha child but I hava not had time to make these calculations. Tha 
dosa valua* marked (a) glvan In KDUC should chack with ay calculated valuaa of 
dost aarkad (b) bat It will b« noted two of my valuas. H mram for H-3 and 3,680 
area for Sr-90. aro larger than tha KUUj; valuaa that ara 7. 8 area Cor H-3 and 
960 «•• for Sr-90. My valua of 1.6 km for C«-IJ7 Is lowar than tha HUREC 
valua of 2.6 area. Those differences shonld ba 1 eves t !(*(•<*• 
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/ r 



f- -. 
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Radionuclide. <f, 
W Cacti v lUlf- 



Ella) 



H-3-(f w -l) (10 daya la total body) 
Activity (|gl/cc) 

Doae Catloatea (ureal) . 



/.■: 



HUItEC-0U)-2 

One year aoee froa coot lam 

70 year doaa froa cost tame 

Dose free) 1 day'a Intake of IO J cc nater 

Doia (too 1 day'a Intake of 2.200 cc oater/day 



C.-137 (f u -l) (10 daya la total body) 

Activity (tfCl/cc) 

Doae Eatloatea (oreai) 



- -.1 



eapoaore 



One year doae froa cant I ■ 

70> year doae fro* coot lot 

Doaa (too 1 day'a Intake of l.OOO cc water 

Do* a turn I day** lata he of 2,200 cc water 



r. 



Sr-90 (Iy-0.09) (17.53 yeara la b. 

Activity 0*1 /cc) 

Dote Catlnatea (oreo) 

K0teC-06a3-2 

One year doae Iron coat loon 

70 year doae froa cootlouai 

Doae froa I day'a lotah* of 1,000 cc water 

Doaa (too 1 day'a Intake of 2.2O0 cc uater 



Base Cate 



0. 1) 



3.7 * 10~ S 

2.6 ( ' ) TB. 3.0 B 
947 TB 

90,300 TB 
l.6< 6) TB 
3.6 TB- 



1.1 M 10 

«0*"'b. 19 TB 
37,600 ■ 
117.000 000 B 
).680< b > B 
B.090 B ' 



Achievable Values 



0.13 
7.B on 



7..<S>Tf 
10.600 TB 
7.7 11 10 5 TB 

30 TB ■ 



6.0 v 10"' 
0.29 TB. 0.31 B 



1.0' i I0* 5 
B7 B. KB TB 



.■'.'/ 



-C- 



-..n.-Yi: 
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{Effective Half-Life) 



Ce -1« (f -3 X 10" ) (" 8 fa y» ln bon " ) 



/ 



Base C.se Achievable VaL.es 



Ru-106 (f u =O.03) (7.2 d»y« ^ kUney) . 

= ?■ , r -; < 3.1 X 10 

Activity (|*Cl/cc) 

Dote Ettl-atel (rare*) 

NUREG-068 3-2 . " 

One ye.r dole fro* cohtlmiou. e»po.ure < " * 

70 year do«e fro» continuous exposure "\ "" * 

Do.* fro- 1 day'. Intake of 1.000 cc water < O.OH K 

Do.e fro- 1 toy'. tntak. of 1,200 cc of w.ter < «-l™ * 



Dole iron i oay ■ ...i — -. -, 

Do., to GIT (LL1) froa 1 year', continuous .■P"""" < 67 CIT 



<r 1.8 x 



Activity (uCl/cc) ^ 

Do.e E.tl-ate. (mreo) 

HtfREC-0683-2 «- j 7 a 
One year dose fro- continuous e«po«ure *- ' 

I „ 70 year dole fro- continuous exposure »*• 

Ov Do.e fro- I d.y'. Intake of 1.000 cc of -atr-r < 0-010 

Ui Do.e fro. I day'. intake of 2.200 cc of w.ter < 0.021 

O Do,, to CIT (LLl) fro- I year', continuous e«po»ur« < 21 C" 



Co-60 <f„-0.J) (9-5 day. In tot.l body) 

Activity (uCt/cc) Cm ' . 1.8 x 10 

Bote Ettlnatc (nreo) 

rlUREC-ObB3-2 . ,. _- 

One ye.r do.e fro- continuous exposure 172 TB 

70 year do.a fro- contlnuou. enpo.ur. • 

Do. fro- 1 day*. Intake of 1.000 cc of u.ter 0-002 TB 

Do.e fro- 1 day's Intake of 2,200 cc of «t« 
Do., to CIT (LLl) fro- 1 ye.r's contlnuou. exposure 



O.0OS TB 
l.M CIT 
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Radionuclide, (f„) , and Base Case Achievable Values 

(Effectlva Half-Life) 

Pu-219 (f„-J 



U 

Activity (uCl/cc) CPU < 1.4 x 10" 
Dene EatlMtei (nreni) , 
NUKEC-0663-I 

One year dole fron c D nt lotions eapoaure < Q.2& 8 

70 year dole (ton continuous eapoiure < 1.098 B 

Dot* fro- 1 day'a tntaka of 1,000 cc of water < 0.17 B 

Doaa from 1 day'* Intake of 7,200 cc of water < 0.38 B 

Dole to GIT (LIT) fron I year'* continuous exposure < 0.07 GIT 

TB = total body 
B - bone 
O ^ K - kidney 

I "* SIT(LU) - (.•■iro-inteatinat tract (lowar large Inteatlne) 

C* 
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Th**« value* ara for an Intake of 1,000 cc of the procesiad water. I don't 
know why tha NRC ataff u*«d ool>- ana Intake at 1,000 cc. TTie irandard man con- 
auaei 2,200 cc par day, io I Bade these calculation* obtalninj JO orero for H-3 
and ].6 area to total body from Cs-137. Note that thai* value* of one day's 
intake should be eoapered with cht EPA Urate of <• mram for drinklnj w*ear. The 
equivalent EpA value* for son* and kidney are (30/5) x 4 - 24 or ten and (15/5) x 6 
- 12 arera where 30 ret»/y, 5 rara.'y and 15 ram/y ace the Uniting daie races far 
bone, total body and kidney, respectively, for the occupation* J corker. 

I looked at three radljnuc tides, Sr-90, C*-I-- and Pu-239 for which bone U 
often the tritical body organ- R *t« i-t it noted that the vein** fat Sr-90 
(3,660 rartm from 1 day'* Intake of 1,000 cc or 8 ,090 mren for I day's intake of 
2,200 ee.fr exceed the EPA equivalent Unit of 24 urea par year and no it of 
this do** l* in tha flr*c yaer after intake. The CPU provide* no data for ac- 
tivities of ftu-106, Ca-144 or Pu-239 but thalr Halt of detection la adequate 
for a *ln|la Intake of 1,000 cc or 2,2QO cc (I.e. Q.01S or en end 0.032 raram are 
< 12 area and 0.01 rarao, 0-021 area, 0.17 area and 0.38 urea era las* than the 
V* nifaa/yeer bon* dole llali) . 

It aetaa Co o* that an evaluation of the do** froa one day'a Intake of 
1,000 cc or 2,200 cc of proe***ed water doe* not tcrlke «t the mora meaningful 
evaluation of continuous Intake of sh* proce***d water. For cpntlnuou* Intake 
for one year the do*a* era 10,600 rarao for H-3, 94? area tar C$-X37, 57,600 area 
for Sr-90, < 12 area for «u-106, < 2.7 area for Ca-144, < 1,67 aran for Co-60 
and < 0.24 area for Pu-239. Were e atendard oan to conaune ehla water for 70 
year* at the projected level of contealnatlon at dtacharfe, Che do*** would be 
770, (W0 area for H-3, 90,300 area for C«-137, 137.000.000 area for Sr-90. < 830 
area for Ru-106. < 532 area for Ca-144, 122 »«b for Co-60 and <: 1,098 nraa for 
PU-IS9. Thu* It ta ew that level* below the Halt of CPU detection would be 
far In exce*s of a aafa doaa for consumption of the water for 70 year*. 
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Finally, I looked at Che dota to th« SIT from ona year'* consumption of 
Ru-106, C«-1A4, Co-iO and Pu-239. The value*, re*paeetvaly , are < LI ar*m, 
< 27 orta, 1.44 or era and < 0.07 nrem. Thut Ln all cheie easel the GIT it not 
Cha organ of higheic do»e. 
In Concluilon 

I believe chat the *tudlea made by CPU and by Cha WRC itaff are woefully 
inadequate and much nora data should ba provided before deciding the bett uay 
Co bt rid of Chi* problem, I.e. bafore deciding to let (o of the bear «a have 
by the call. 



o 

I 
U) 
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App«ndtx 

Doii lUet 

R(mr«m/y«»0 - qtiiCt) 1-' * 10 (dl»/S nCl) EOT lN«V,/<lli * rem/nd) 

* 1.602 * 10" («rt,''MtV) l/=> (l/l) 10 3 <m(«u/aw*d) x 3,600 , 14 » 365 (S-'yl 
7 



x 1/100 fcwd/.r,) - ^ - 87 * *° «*'' 1 vnm/y 
Do** frog * Slngli __Int*_kg 



' EQM g (1-«' U > 



fl> 



(.2) 



O 
I 

On 
Ul 



Dot* froa Continues* Iqt»Vt» 



dq/dt + kq ■ P 



? - A(ee/y> t u x CCi^i/ec) . 2,200 (ec/d) 365 (d/y) f„C 
- 8.03 x 10 5 fyC 

.t i.bj x io 7 Iq5 x a.M » io s *,£ ., 



■X 



Vt 



1.S0 % 10 l3 ?5S ^C (t * s, . I) 



(1) 



Pen frott Ona D*v'» Iftt»fc« ittit tupoiur* of t Tf«T» 
q t - 2,200 «yC 

,t l.»> x 10 7 igS 2.200 ( U C «■" dt 



fc-t 
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l.tl x 10 10 EQN f y C (l-t" Xt ) 

■ — ■ nr<n 



W 



4.11 X 10 ZQH £ H C 
D ■ ■ . " mrem for C - ■ 



(-) 



n 

I 
Ln 



Dole to Lover C.T. Trace (Colon) from One Vtar'i Continuous 
ExoOtute «c ICRP-2 MFC Level 

(*1PC) ,w cor re J pond* to 8 = 15,300 aire.*,*').- doie rate when 
exposure tl~e, t, 1) » IS hours 



C x 1, 500 



(5) 



A-2 
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Second Sat of Coraaem » Hclaclva ta Treatment and 
Disposal of 1, 100.000 gal. of Cootaainated Water 

at -aa-2 
by 

Carl Z- Ttorgao 
March :. 19SS 



Response 



i 



Follow Co Connect* 

First of all I "lib to state that I stand by ay cocntnti in my earlier 
report on this subject dated March \% . 1MJ and «i»h now to respond to a crltl- 
Clio of that report aod bring this discussion up to data. At the outset also 
I would Ilk* to make it clear chat I offer thn« consents, not a* a paid consul- 
tant:, but at a citizen interested In the long tern genetic and somatic health 
of persons living, lo this comnunlty. i.e. I an accepting do payment for the ttoe 
and effort I an •pending on chi* case. 

The only criticism 1 have Been of ay report of March 19. 1987 la that ay 
calculations of dose are baaed on values of body uptake, distribution, retention 
and energy distribution »lv«» W ICRP-I (19S9> rathar Chan data given In lCBP-30 
(1981). It li true that Chl» m* of earlier data ha* In general lad to higher 
eatloates of dose for mm of the radionuclides >ucb aa Sr-90 but has had little 
effect for such radionuclide* a) 8-3. Bmnnir, I deliberately aed* use. for 
the most pare, of the data in this earlier report because I be I Leva they are 
more representative of aaa for two roeaons. 1) The data In ICIF-2 are acre 
representative of the average person in the lonia u u ltv and Z) The data in IC8P- 
30 are a selected set of dace hy current Beabera of ICIP who have a conflict of 
Interest because of thair association In the, nuclear industry. 

Ic li well e«aaU*had Chat for Boat of the radionuclide* the dose from e 
given envlron-entel exposure 1* greater for children and for feaales. Th. early 
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data Mid* use of Info tan [ion (too a variety of sourees--old , young, sale, feraale, 
human, animal, ace. Tha oore recent ICRP- JO data apply mora strongly to the 
adult working sale. 

Thar* la no question but Chit a conflict of interest hai lad to a selection 
of biological and phyllcal parameter* thai guerancea a lout ring of the estloated 
doia to body organs from incorporation of the radionuclides In case of the «r« 
ioportant a»posure». I pointed to lost of this defect in present membership of 
ICRP in a recent publication (Radiation and Health by R.R. Jonas *nd R. South- 
wood, chapter 11. "ICRP Risk Esttaetes- -An Alternative View." by K.Z. Morgan. 
J. Wiley i Sons. 19U7). The following table is copied from this publication. 
Hera we have tha startling observation that all values for greatest concern in 
our case (H-3. C-li. Cs-137. Sr-90. Ru-106, Ce-1". Co-60. Pu-2J9 end 1-129) 
are larger In ICRP-M than in ICRP-2. These increases are not by accident but 
by design. As one of the three anerltui oeobars of ICRP I objected to tha direc- 
tion ICRP «*« caking but all Co no avail. I could not condone a policy of ICRP 
Co Increase the allowable -alues of mantaua permissible concentration. MFC. In 
ale. water and food «C * tine whan all of us recognised new data uare showing 
that eh* risk ot radiation Induced cancer Is much greater then we thought It to 
be wheo ICIP-2 waa published. This trend, however, began In tha last five years 
before I we» voted out a* an active meaner of ICRP. There had been strong op- 
position by ice* oambera of ICRP to the so-called ten day rule to Holt diagnos- 
tic X-r*y exposure In the pelvic and abdominal region of young women except 
during the ten day Interval following menstruation and we had a long squabble 
over the face that ICRP-2 had a«t tha quality factor for low energy bate radia- 
tion (*ic» *s that from HO) at 1.8. Dr. H. J. duller (the world famous geneti- 
cist) end I -on out In a battle for the 10 day rule but I lost out oo e higher 
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value of <3 lae lav tnargy b«a radiation. Son* of ui had gathered biological 
data Indicating the valua of <) probably should ba no lower than five and I hM 
physical data Indicating the stopping powee dE, dn of low energy betas wai slrai- 
Ur to chac of alpha radiation. Today ICRP sets f>*Z0 for alpha and neutron 
radiation but the yaar l left active CCRP membership (I9U) the <i for low 
energy beta un dropped to 1.0. On* aiemSar at ICSP even used tha argument chat 
uc should not ral*a tha valua of Q for lou energy beta radiation because It 
would hamper production at nuclear weapone. 

I balleva all the above ti rather pertinent to our case here for were we 
to sat tha 0*20 for the H*J bee* (the valua Cor alpha) tha dose estimate* we 
arrive at for H-3 would be increased by 4 factor ot 20. 

Thar* are other raesona also for concern for the do*e from HO. Hydrogen 
is a bane constituent in the nuClaua of the living cell- Tritlated thymidine 



(C.„H N 0,) >n the DBA undergo** two dramatic events when the H-3 gives off a 
beta. First, recoil energy might break or rearrange chromosome* in the tiucUui 
of * call >nd saeond, whan the hydro gan atom gives off a beta particle, i: ia 
teanaauited to a hallum atom (^-^6 * jH«>. TT>«" events could be (specially 
sariou* le the human ovua ot * petti call prior to or shortly after mo la* Is of the 
chxamoaora*. It ce.kea many gene rat lone in a human population to measure the 
full evtaac of auch genetic ehengai but perhapa (and unfortunately) the larga 
inctaaae. ot R-J tn th* human environment may vtalt aerloua eonaequencea on chil- 
dren yet to be born. Fortunately the half III* ot H-3 1* only 12.16 years. 
However, C-14 ha* • half life of 5,710 y«er« and auto, of what la said above re- 
garding H-J applies Co C-14 and lea low energy bata. In thl* ease we are con- 
cerned with the transmutation ot a cartoon atom In one of eh* chxotwaaisea to « 

14 14 

nitrogen acorn, I.e.. & C - ,B + ? N- 
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Anothar raason for unaasinals and eoncarn about tha raleasa of scaam and 
uater droplacs containing H-3 Into tha tnvironoanc via tha opan cyc'a evapora- 
tion mac hod !■ Chat H-0 la considered to ba 100 times mora hazardous than H, 
and studies of H hava shown nan absorbs tha same amount through tha akin aa 
via inhalation. 

Ev« r since ICRP-30 and ICRP-26 (1977) came into print I hava fought against 
increasing cha MFC valua* but tt hai baan a losing battle — recently NCRP, NBC 
and EPA succumbed to pressure from tha nuclaar Industry. I attach a copy of my 
conaent* on tha proposal of tha NRC to adopt ICBP-26 and ICRPOO In Part LI 
Tttla 10 "art 20 tuoaftcad Kerch 27, 1986. 

For tha past 10 yaara I hava baan publishing papers ihowlng wiy tha cancar 
rl*k aatlmata of ona tadlacvon Inducad cancar daath par 10,000 parson ran (10 
ed/pr) la too low and should not ba Leas than ona par t ,000 person ram (10 
cd/pr). Tha ICRP, KCRP. UXSCEAR, NRC. DOE. EPA, ate, however, havt baan adartanc 
and hava persisted tn using. 10" 1 cd/'pr. Last yaar all thasa aganctas took a 
carrlfic blow and ara now in tha procass of aatvng crow. This low ftgura of 
[O"' cd/pr is oaaad on earl;- data from survivors or" tha atomic bombings of Hiro- 
shima and Nagasaki and a publication from cha Japanaaa rasaarch group (D. L. 
Preston and D. A. Pierce, RERT TR-9-87) struck Ilka a thundatbolt to thalr smug- 
nasa. At lea Conw, Italy Mating laat fall tha ICRP stated that this publica- 
tion required an Increaaa by a factor of 1.8 In tha cancar risk aatlmata and 
uant on to aay "Substantially larger changes' in cha Comnisaion'a present risk 
estlnataa for cancat Induction would, howavar, taault from two further factor*-'' 
Thaaa two factors ara, 1) ehanga from tha u*a of an abaoluta risk to a ralatlva 
risk modal and !) ehanga in tha shape of tha doaa response curve. In spita of 
thasa humbling admlaalona. cha ICRP concluded "Slnea cha riak data ara yat far 
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from conducive, tha Conml»*lon will male cha ratult of tha cocaprahanilva 
avaluatlona o£ lei lourcaa of apldanlologlcal Information that ara currant ly 
btlnf nada, bafora Judging cha conaaquancaa fox tha ravlilon of lt» lyttaa of 
dqsa Limitation." Amadng! Lat'a wale and count mora bodla* bafora doing lotna- 
thtng that night Jolt tha nuclaar Induitry. I an itlll (or tha propac davalop- 
oant of Cha nuclaar Induatry but not at an unaccaptabla cott In auffarlng and 
human Ufa. If I could hava mada tha ehoica In tha aarly parlod, I would hava 
optad for ranavaola foureaa of anargy but now It If too lata and I would Ilka 
Co oaka tha bait of what wa hava by trying to »hut down eh« powar raacton with 
a poor operating raeord and Increaaing tha saftty of tho»» raraalnlng on Una. 
Fortunataly In tha UK thay ara not waiting to count mora bodla* and hava an- 
nounced tha lntantlon of an immediate reduction tn lavala of expoiure to ionli- 
Ing redletlon by • fector of thraa and perhapa additional taduetlona at a latar 

data. 

Finally and In conetualon, I belleva cha doaai would now ba found to ba 
larger for tha opan cycla avaporation oat hod than I calculated In ay March 19, 
1987 raporc were I to take account of all tha factor! diicuaeed above. In 
that report 1 auggeated thraa mat hod » of clotad cycla avaporation that would 
graatly raduca tha radiation haierda at a ralatlvaly low coat and I ballava 
thaia aathoda ahould ba carafulty atudlad bafora embarking on an opan cycla 
method that doe* not eooton with ALAIA and doaa not aaet provlalona of tha HRC 
numerical gulda In 10 CM 50 of 3 "rem par raactor year ro tha total body from 
all pathway a tor liquid effluent* or 5 mrem par raactor yaar to tha total body 
of an individual for gaaaoua affluanta. 
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Third Set of Comments Relative to Treatment 

and Disposal of 2,100,00)631 of Contaminated Water 

at TMI-2 

by 

Karl Z. Morgan 

September 30, 1 968 

A. Historical -Foe tors Leading to Conclusion That the Licensee Is Not 
Capable of Evaporating the Thl-2 Contaminated Water in a Safe Manner 
/ I. The Amount of Contaminated Water (s Unknown and is tilcely to 



I Exceed 2 lx tO 6 gel 

^ a. Reports hove given the amount of this water as 2. 1 x 10°, 

2.2 x 10 6 and 2.3 k 10 6 gol 
b. From my own experience in cleanup operations in Oak Ridge, 
Tenn. 1 have found the contaminated water almost always 
exceeds the estimates in spite of efforts to keep it to a 
minimum. 

^ 2. The Quantity of H-3, the Principal Radionuclide in Terms of 

Activity {& u. Cts) to Be Released to the Enviornment, is Unknown 
end Given Erromouslu 

a. The following values are given.O?, 0.13, 0)9 and2.1 ji 
Ci /mil This is a renge oi 30 in the amount of H-3 and in 
the associated dose to members of the public. 

I recognise that it ts difficult to make an accurate 
theoretical estimate of ttie H-3 present from the nw-hrs , 
the in the reactor as a (unction of time and from 
information on other stable elements m the primary end 
secondary water systems Dut proper sampling techniques 
certainty should, reduce the uncertainty to less than a few 
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percent and not 3,000ft! 

1 recognize that although H-3 in the PW£ is produced 
principally by the 235 U lfission) 3 H * other f p's, ,0 B-N 
6 Be' 3 H*0.2MeV, n B*N 9 Be* 3 H '9 6 flev, ,0 8*N 2 • 3 H 
and '^B*N 'Li*N*3H, mere ore many other reactions 
contributing to H-3 production such as 2 H*N 3 H, 14 N*N 
,2 C' 3 H, 'h*N 2 H( 2 H'N 3 H), 6 Ll»N • 3 H*4.69MflV. It is 
for this reason l always give more credulence to properly 
conducted sampling rather than to theoretical estimates. 
Why such poor sampling? 
o 

c^ ^3. The Quantity of Other Radionuclides in the Processed Water 

w (Just Before Evaporation) Has Not Been Determined with 

rt Sufficient Accuracy. , 

. 0m-« lSr * ForExemple / Sb-i25isgivenos6.2xiO" / ena<l.lxlo y 

c,i- T -^ nCi/ml,Cs-137os800xlO B ond76xl0 B u Ci/ml, Co-60 as -^i 

r J -"' 32KiO* 6 a nd B4k10"° u Ci/ml. Pu239/240 as<3.7xlO" B and , ,2'" 
<1.2xfO* B nCi/ml,C-l4as3000xlO" 7 ond2.3xlO" 7 "y Cf/ml. .^~."l 
Tc-99as25.0xl0' 8 end 1 6xlO" B u Ci/ml. I consider these 
uncertainties as serious. Cs- 1 37 and Co-60 are among the 
more important gamma emitters (external dose) in the 
e vet orator bottoms and the residuals of the SDS and EPtCOR-tl 
processing before the evaporation so a difference of the 
Cs- 137 dose by a factor of > 100 and of the Co-60 dose by a 
factor of 4 is of great cnnsaquenre in terms of occu patio nal _ 
exposure and exposure during transportation operations . The 
Pu risks will be around for hundreds of thousands of years and 
so o difference by a factor of 3 is very significant. The C- 14 
is considered by some experts as a principal environment 
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hazard of nuclear power operetions yet the estimate of C- 14 
differ by a factor of I300t 

As on* of the scientists who has Ined to make nuclear 
energy and its product nuclear power acceptably safe during 
the past 45 years, I feel a bit insulted by any organization that 
suggests uncertainties of the occupational and environmental 
radiation hazards of the above magnitude should be acceptable 

4. Both the Licensee ami the NRC Have Left a Record Thot Cast 
Doubt on Their Sincerity when They State They Give High 
O Priority to Safety and Conformance to ALARA 

J? The public record of the licensee is well established and 

*" need not be elaborated here. 

The otilude of the NRC and its senior staff toward radiation 
safety is exemplified in oletter I wrote to the chairman of 
NRC (see Appendix A) which, by the way, was never answered. 
To me it is incredible that an organization such as the NRC 
claim* its policy is to conform with ALARA white at the same 
time it blindly accepts recommendations of 1CRP to increase 
levels of maximum permissible air concentration (TlPC)a of 
■ radionuclides such as H-3 by a factor of '44, 20 for C- 1 4, 1 .5 
forCo-60, 14 for I.7xl0 7 y 1-129, i.i iw i-i3l 5.4 for 
Cs- 137, 2.7 for Pu-239, etc and increases values in water 
GlPC)w such as H-3 by a factor of 3, 2.0 for Co-60 2.0 for 
I- 1 29, 1.7 for I- 1 3, 2.0 for Pu-239. etc. (see Appendix B, Table 
3) 

Alsorl amsTBsrit irjctttfl/uoaMhal-the-NRe-hice iheTCRP. 
has not lowered the level of moixumum permissible exposure 
to external sources of ionizing radiation, HPE by at least a 
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factor ot 3. The present MPE and volues recommended in 
BEIR-IU are based on the risk of redjetion induced cancer as 
determined by studies of survivors of the atomic bombings of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Those doing these studies hove 
recently published papers showing this risk is greater at leest 
by a factor of'3 then previously published values. The British \ " 

haw lowered MwtrriPE by o feeler of 3 (see Appendix C) with 
indications additional reductions may follow. Why is the NRC 
stalling? 
The table below gives values of rodiaion induced cancer 






I Comparative Values of Cancer Risk 

a* 

m Source Cancers/Person rem by 

Absolute Hodel Relative Model 

BEtR-1972 l.15xl0~ 4 5.68x1 0" 4 

UNSCEAR- 1 977 (0.75- 1.75)x I O" 4 

ICRP-1977 (1.0-1.25hcl0" 4 

KRC-1981 USxIO -4 5.4xlO~ 4 

RecentJapan (4-B)x10~ 4 (1.6-3.2)xl0' 3 

Studies- 1 988 



5. The Licensee Doss Not Propose the Use of ths Most Recently 
Developed and Recommended Instrumentation and 
Environmental Monitoring Procedures in Order to Comply 
with ALARA. 

A number of improvements In instrumentation, 
techniques and operating procedures are recommended in 
the Environmental Monitoring Report prepared by Dr. Ruth 
Patrick of the Philadelphia Academy of Nature) Sciences, 
Prof. John Palms, Vice Pros, of Emory University, et ai for 
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the TMI Public Health Fund. Especially pertinent are some 
of sec lions n Appendix F of this TH1-PHF report (See 
Appendix D). it is unthinkable that the NRC has not 
considered monitoring of wells and springs. 

$'. The GPU Staff and the NRC Do Not Make it Clear Which 

Waste Water Will Be Treated or If Any Pretreetment Is Now 

Planned. 

There are many sources of contaminated water evolving 

from the TMI -2 cleanup. Because of uncertainties and risk 

n of mistakes, I believe these water sources (other than the 

I 

& sanitary sewer) should not be separated end treated 

o^ 

°^ differently - they should all be treated by the SDS and 

EPICOR-II system, each of course with the necessary 
prepentory treatment. 

In some responses it is stated the water will tie treated 
by both the SDS and EPlCOR-ll systems (e.g. R*NRC Staff 
Response dated Feb. 22, 1 986, page 4) in other responses, 
however Just the contrary is stated (e.g. CPU ID 0068P, 
Fob. 3, 1987, page I). What ore we to believe? I believe 
the problem of uncertainty in concentration of the various 
radionuclides is not with the analyses* in most cases but 
with the extremely poor and dof inately unaccepteibe 
method employed by the licensee in providing 
representative water samples. 

t f The NRC Staff Demonstrates a Warped or Seriously 

Otslorted Understanding of the Risk from the Transuranic 
Radionuclides 
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Page 7 of the NRC Staff Response to inlerrogoiones from 
TMI/5VA of Feb. 22, 1988 states, 'However from the 
results of the analysis of PWST-2 (see response 2 obove) 
tronsurenics make up less then 1% Of the total curie 
content of ABW as they do in Table 2.2 of Supplement No 2 

as well." 

NRC Staff would console us ebout their leek of serious 
consideration of the tronsuranics 'n the AGW because on a 

curie or BcUvtlg basts t/tey comprise Iks fftan !*. Tome 
this is absurd. Essentially all the curies in Table 2.2 (i.e. 
^ 1020/1021.2 or 99.88*) consist of H-3, However the 

vj relative cancer risk of Pu-239 to that of H-3 as given by 

the ratio of the inverses of (rtPC)e for the two 
radionuclides is 5xl0" 6 /2xl0 -12 =2,500,000. In other 
words one would want the content (curies) of the 
transgenics to be O0O«4S rather then IT for the risks to 
be comparable. Furthermore, there ere many publications 
showing the (MPC)e for Pu-239 is tar to large. 

18. The Licensee and NRC Appear Not to Be Giving Serious 
Consideration to the Modifications I Have Suggested to the 
Vaporatlon Method. 

See Recommendations doted March 19, 1987 end March 2, 
i960 

9. The E1S Fetls to Comply with Requirements of the NEPA 
(see SVA/TMiA's Response June 20, 1988) 

to. There Has Not Been Provided Convincing Evidence That the 
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Evaporator Method os Proposed Will Provide on Overall 
DtcwitamtnoUon Factor of 1000. 

Problems associated with liquid transfer, spillage, 
accidents, shut -down, equipment faifure, sabotage, 
explosion reduced efficiency, etc neve not been given 
thorough consideration. 

y" 1 1. The Need fore Biological Effectiveness Factor Greater Than 
I for Low Energy Seta Radiation Has Not Been Recognized. 
Toward the end of their tracks electrons or beta particles 
o hove e very high specific ionization or stopping power, 

on dE/dx. and thus approach alpha end fast neutron particle 

03 values of RBF The ICRP /tow sets the RBE of alpha and fast 

neutrons at 20. Many studies indicate the RBE for low 
energy beta radiation such os that from H-3 and C- M is 
greater than I and may be as high as 5 In other words, this 
factor alone would indicate en underestimate or the 
population dose and the concomitant risks of radiation 
induced malignancies and genetic defects by a facotr as 
much as 5. 

12. it is Unrealistic to Assume That C-14, 1-129 end Cs- 1 37 
Will Be Removed Completely by the Proposed Evaporation 
System. 

This must be proven by experiments which hove never 
been done and one must not refy on theory. 

13. The Evaporation System of 1/5 gal/mln Would Take 319 
Days of Continuous Operation with No Shut Down ond 
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Perfect Operation 

This is too long to hold a tiger by the toil! Actually the 
operation probably would take over 2 yeors under the most 
favorable circumstances. With the modifications I hove 
suggested, it would take much longer. 

/ 14. Neither the Licensee Nor the NRC Seem to Know Whet the 

Natural Background Radiation Is in the Local Area. 

The Licensee gives the background as 300 mrem/year and 

the NRC gives it as r?fl mrem/year This is the starting 

point in determining the added radiation risk end accurate 
o 

I volues must be provided area-wide for this. 

<?• 
°^ This information is essential for those writing the lost 

chapter and the conclusion of Who Done It! 

15. The Licensee end the NRC Have Consistently Underestimated 
Both the Occupational and Public Radiation Dose and Risk of 
' Radiation Induced Malignancies and of Genetic Defects. 
Jp~ ' See my comments doted March 19, 198? and rierch 19BB 
and Appendices B and C. 

It should be appreciated that since both H-3 and C- 1 4 
deposit in the gonads and in DNA end RNA, they ere a 
genetic nsk to children yet to be born e thousand years 
from now. Because of the reecttons ^H 8*'Heond ,4 C 
B+ ,4 N, one of the 46 chromosomes in a germ cell of a homo 
eepien can end up suddenly with e hydrogen atom replaced 
by e helium atom of ges or a carbon atom may be replaced 
by a nitrogen atom. 



0^ 
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/ %. Present Opinion Regarding Disposal of Contaminated Water at 

Trll-2 

Because of the above and o trier facts l have concluded that all plans 

for the evaporation procedure should be abandoned. I believe, as 

indicated above, that alt the contaminated water should be treated by 

the SOS and EPICOR-II Systems following appropriate pretreotment. 

The solid or slurry residue from these treatments should be sized. 

mixed with cement in 55 gal. drums end sent to a licensed burial 

ground, e.g. Honforfl. The contaminated water should be placed 

temporarily in targe holding tanks. Other prweatments, ion 
I exchange chemical sttps and better systems that are effective in 

--J removing stable baron and more of the radionuclides thould be 

investigated and applied where feasible. 
The holding tanks should be so installed and located that any 

leakage is known with absolute certainty to drain into a sampling 

sump tank. Great care must be taken to prevent any explosive 

materials entering the tanks via sabotage or otherwise, Under no 

conditions should cement, solidifying or coagulating materials be 

placed In these tanks. It is likely plans will be undertaken to remove 

this contaminated water at a later date and we do not wish to be 

confronted then with problems such as those that stalled and daunted 

operations at west valley. 

•„s'C. Recommended Future Course of Action Ultimately, it will be 
desirable to drain the tanks of the 2.1x10® plus gallons of 
contaminated water. Most of the activity (curies) in the tanks wilt 
be that of H-3. Various Bstlma\es of the H-3 actMly are provided us 
but If the initial level is lOOOCi, the drop off m time of Hj.Cs- 137, 
Sr-90 and Pu-239 will be as follows, 
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IimsJy) 

o 
i 

to 

30 

SO 
100 
200 
300 
20,000 
1,000,000 



H-3Ci 

1000 

945 

56S 
164 

59 

35 
0.012 
0.00004 
. 




Cs-l37Ci 

0.03 

0.028 

0.015 

009 

0.003 

00003 

0.00005 







Sr-90Ci 

0.06 

0.078 

0.062 

0.038 

023 

0007 

00005 

0.00004 







10 

300 
300 
300 
300 

300 

299 

298 

297 

169 
16 



O 
I 



Since most of the Initial activity is that of H-3 (KL= 12.262 y), 
the above column 2 represents the total activity in the tanks as 
well as that of H-3 until about 300 yeors when the CS- 1 37, Sr-90 
and H-3 activities are ell about equal. After 200 years the 
Pu-239 activity is about equal to that of Cs-137 and Sr-90. The 
Pu-239 activity predominates end is significant after 20,000 
years when It consists of 125.000 moxiumu permissible body 
burdens for o member of the public (i.e. 0.0013 u CD. 

Many factors end circumstances will determine how long the 
contaminated weter should remein in the tanks. It would seem to 
me, however, 30 years might be reesonable. With proper 
adjustment of pn the tanks should not leak in this time while the 
activity of H-3 will have dropped lo 16 41 end that of Cs-137 and 
Sr-90 to about 50X. If over this time a 5000 gal. tank gave 
indication of leakage its contents could be mixed with concrete 
es It is emptied Into about 1 00 55 gal. drums end then shipped to 
a stats operated medium level repository. 



D. Concluding Comment 
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I epprecieto very much the valut of having on Atomic Safety end 
Licensing Board, ASLB. end for several years I served on a NRC 
commtttta to ra co mm a nd memberships on thaaa ASLB*s. For tita 
most part I believe mamftar a of these Boards strive to ba Impartial 
but in many case* they have e conflict of interest and I believe the 
selection process should b» modified to minimize this conflict. It 
would seem that m ember sh ip on these Boards should reflect as 
equally es possible the views and goals of the public living near the 
nuclear power plant as wall as views of the nuclear utility. I am not 
convinced that this is always the case. 
On another point, I believe the method of financing the ASLB 
o hearings should be improved, rtembers of ASLB and their 

5 consultants end the HRC staff era paid by the NRC end there should be 

10 seme arrangement by which m embers of the public and their 

organizations that contest plans of the utility that affect them can 
be paid a fee end have coverage ef their expenses- Some years ego 
(Just a few days before l had to rush noma to testify before Senator 
Kennedy In a Congressional hearing regarding consequences of the 
TMl-2 accident) I testified in the 6orelieben Hearings against o 
proposed method of the wast Germans to dispose of radioactive 
waste in dome salt It was my impression that both sides of this 
controversey ware financed by the w German government Why can't 
we In the US. be as democratic es ths W. Germans? Because t know 
we have no such system in the U5. and soma members and 
organizations of the local community ere striving so nobly for their 
Constitutional rights I have not asked to be paid and will not request 
payment for many days I have spent In preparation for these 
hearings; this in spite of the fact my sole business end livelihood is 
that of consulting in health physics end defending in our courts 
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ploinliff s wno have evidence of injury from excessive exposure to 
ionizing rediutien. 

Thi* t$ nni n criticism of ttm p re s e nt *gi_g twjt a p!*a that the MPX 
will try to make this process more democratic and fair to the 
heroic members of the public that try to make this democratic 
process a useful and s ucc essf ul operation even though most of 
those in this coramunitg and to other communities where I have 
intervened relative to nuclear utility proposals believe there is 
much room (or improvem en t of this process. 



Respectfully Submitted 



O 
I 

(jj Karl Z. ftornan 
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C-16 STATEMENT OF LESLIE HARRIS 

MS. HARRIS: I'm Leslie Harris and I am involved with the 
Sierra Club. I am not necessarily representing them; I'm just a 
patriotic citizen. 

C— 16— 01 My main concern is the safety deficiencies at the Savannah Please see the responses to Comments C-01-02 on 

River Site and that it not be restarted before safety improvements, safety and C-05-03 on waste management and 

upgrades, and modifications are made. We need to have these made environmental restoration. 

before the startup, not after, preferably not restarted at all and 

use that money to start cleaning up that mess down there. It's 

going to take decades. That would keep the people busy who are 

concerned about jobs in that area. They could clean it up. There 

is no final destination for this waste that they have already made. 

I can't see making any more in today's world where we are all 
n worried about drinking water and planet Earth. No more 

i contamination to this environment. 

p- Let's try and have more positive vision of our future and give 

peace a chance. Stop the restart. Thank you. 
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C-17 
C-17-01 



o 
t 



STATEMENT OF CORRY E. MASON 



MR. MASON: These hearings at least up till now have been a 
farce. We all would like to be out pursuing and getting on with our 

lives... but noooo we are continuously having to drag ourselves 

down here to these hearing that don't seem to hear, because we feel 
we must. What has been confirmed to me so far is that the 
Government is no longer a democracy but a "lacky" for big business 
with a tenacious, smoothly, contrived coup of a dictatorship with 
its tenacles wrapped around most everything in a most supressive 
manner. Media censorship, for instance.* At these past open 
hearings, virtually everyone spoke out against the Savannah River 
bomb plant yet Strom Thurmond rises to say South Carolinians want 
the thing back on line. Give me a break! George Bush comes down 
here to give us a false feeling of recognition when in reality we 
are but a convient third-world 'chumps', with perhaps a psychotic 
man seating in the Governor's Seat throughly entrenched in the camp 
of the minority group that has taken the helm of power. South 
Carolinians have been duped, brain washed, coerced into becoming 
little more than cattle waiting for their gruel at the trough. Tho 
the rest of the Nation is not so far behind, at least they can and 
do console themselves with 'better them then us 1 . And all know that 
the Government and business have all the guns, money, lawyers, and 
power and are bullies anyway. 

Throughout the world the U.S. is despised. {It is not for 
nothing). If every country the world over rid itself of its nuclear 
arsenal, you will never convince me that I would still not have to 
drag myself down here and testify that you SRS and the Government 
have become the very agents of what you were supposed to protect us 
from in the first place. I don't know if all the policy makers are 
just plain stupid or evil or if there's any difference between the 
two. The people involved in SRS have clearly lost any intuitive 
reasoning and are 'locked' in denial. SRS, you are not nice 
people. Go look in the mirror one more time maybe you'll finally 
see. 

The fact that there is mounting evidence that the radiation 
routinely released eats the Ozone has not seemed to cause pause- 
Living with you, SRS, has been about as much fun as living next door 
to a house full of sacrificing Satan worshipors. The key is in your 
hands, and you clearly want to drive. And you have clearly become 
addicted to plutonium and tritium, and you are clearly "bombed-out 
of you minds. 



Comments noted 
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Comment 



STATEMENT OF PETER C. SEDERBERG, USC 



Response 



C-18-01 



o 
i 

c* 



C- 18-02 



C- 18-03 



I have appeared before two previous DOE panels soliciting 
comment on the operations of the reactors — current and planned — at 
the Savannah River Site- On these occasions, I shared my concerns 
about the projects of the Department of Energy. My expertise does 
not lie in the technical requirements of nuclear reactors nor in the 
health and environmental consequences of their operation. The 
Savannah River reactors, however, present something more than an 
engineering problem; they are, rather, fundamentally a political 
problem. In the area of nuclear politics, I do claim some 
understanding. Consequently, in previous testimony, I critiqued the 
nuclear strategy underlying the supposed need for the continued 
production of nuclear materials, and I suggested that a complete EIS 
should include a study of the impact of a nuclear attack on the 
Savannah River Site. Not surprisingly, neither of my observations 
is addressed in this EIS. 

Underlying the compulsion to restart contained in the EIS is an 
assumption concerning the requirements of our nuclear deterrent as 
defined in the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum of January 
1989. The particulars are, of course, classified, but one does have 
to be an admiral to surmise that the NWSM continues a commitment to 
maintaining, and probably increasing, a stockpile of weapons that 
reflects the inertia of our government's continued commitment to a 
nuclear war fighting strategy. Only the pursuit of the chimera of a 
"limited, protracted" nuclear war fighting capability requires the 
fantastic numbers of nuclear weapons currently held or 
contemplated. Because of this fantasy, the people of South Carolina 
are once again asked to assume the costs and risks of reactor 
operation. The only encouragement I take from this Statement is 
that it contains several comments indicating at least some 
recognition that strategic requirements, as currently defined, could 
change {but, oh no, not yet). 

This position might seem prudent, except it assumes that our 
22,500 nuclear weapons make sense in the first place. If what we 
are trying to do is deter a nuclear attack on our country, then 
these numbers are far in excess of what we need by a least a factor 
of 10. None of the proponents of the nuclear war fighting 
alternative has been able to develop a convincing case how a war 



Please see the response to Comment C— 1—01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. The 
consequences of a nuclear attack on SRS are beyond 
the scope of this EIS. 



DOE is required by law to produce defense materials 
as ordered by the President in the Nuclear Weapons 
Stockpile Memorandum (July 1990) and specifically 
authorized by the Congress. As discussed in Section 
1.2 of the EIS, when the changing geopolitical 
situation leads the President and the Congress to 
direct a reduction in weapons requirements or a stop 
in the production of these materials, 00E will 
comply with those directions. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
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involving the exchange of thousands of warheads could be termed 
limited in any meaningful sense or controlled once it broke out. 
What we have developed over the past forty years is a vast 
destructive power that resists subordination to political purpose 
and weapons, like the B 2 bomber, that serve no credible military 
mission. 



C- I 8-04 
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On the other hand, since the EIS buys into this war fighting 
doctrine, it is incomplete, for it fails to outline the 
environmental effects of nuclear strike on the Savannah reactors. 
The weapons will, after all, fly both ways. We are confronted with 
evaluations of the effects of reactor accidents, fires, seismic 
events, aircraft impact, waterway accidents, and so on. Indeed, 
probabilities have been calculated for most of these risks. Did the 
authors of the EIS consider the chance of a nuclear attack to be so 
small, as to not warrant ANY consideration. The chance of a 

airplane striking a reactor in any year is calculated at 1.5 x 
10 . Is the risk of a nuclear war less than that? 

To what should we attribute this rather egregious shortcoming? 
Are our nuclear planners naive? Or are they once again deliberately 
failing to fully inform the people of South Carolina of the 
sacrifice they are being asked to make? 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-01 on 
nuclear attack. 
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C_J9 STATEMENT OF LESLIE MINERO 

MS. MINERD: My name is Leslie Minerd and I am not representing 
anybody — myself and my son. 

C-19-01 MS. MINERD: I moved here 22 years ago. I've moved away several Comments noted, 

times and often wish I hadn't moved back the last time. It's pretty 
hard living here in the poorest, most polluted, diseased, 
under-educated state in the union or in a good year, we ranked 48th 
or 49th. Anyway, that's why the bomb plant is here. 

The government gave us this bomb plant almost 40 years ago 
because we are obviously the most expendable people of this 
country. So, now you want to crank it back up? 

Who are all these bombs for anyway? I thought we already had 
" bombs coming out of our wazoos. Lately, Bush has been seen rubbing 

<* elbows with Gorbachev, kissing the feet of the Chinese leaders, 

ot almost. Even Daniel Ortega is gone. Where is the war? Who is our 

enemy? 

You claim your reasons for restart are national defense. If you 
had any interest in this nation, you'd clean up all the 
radioactivity you've been spewing all over us for the past so many 
years, you would quit bankrupting all of our money on your 
ridiculous war games and you'd quit threatening us with the very 
potential meltdowns by your promise of cranking up obsolete 
Chernobyl-style reactors. 

It's about time the people of this. country realized who our 
enemy is. It is DOE, Westinghouse, the Pentagon, and all of their 
cohorts. I fear that nothing short of a total collapse of our 
culture brought on by people like you or meltdown or perhaps an 
armed revolution — I doubt it — will stop you in your war games. 
I feel like I'm talking to a brick wall, but I will ask one more 
time. 

Will you war mongers please take your mentally unbalanced ideas 
and yourselves and go back to Washington or wherever it is you come 
from and you can stay there and you can please not come back to 
South Carolina. We have enough problems without an additional 
burden of having to deal with people like you. 

Thank you. 
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C-20 STATEMENT OF GENEVIEVE COMPTON 

MS. COMPTON: My name is Genevieve Compton and I'm representing 
YELLE — Young Environmentalists for Living and Loving Earth. 

Before I make my statement, I'd like to make a statement that my 
father wrote because he couldn't be here today. He said this: "I 
have lived in South Carolina for most of my life and I have seen it 
change from a relatively poor, rural, segregated state to a 
relatively modern, urban area, which offers opportunity to all of 
its citizens. 

I'm very proud of what my state has accomplished and to be a 
South Carolinian. One characteristic which has marked the history 
of our state, for good and ill, has been the willingness of South 
Carolinians to stand up for themselves, to defend their state in the 
way of life against anyone who threatens it. 

I am, therefore, very disturbed to find today the willingness to 
trade away the birth right of my children for a quick buck and a few 
Federal promises. 

In the past 4Q years, I've seen old lies, new lies, and liars in 
public places. A lot of these lies have been told about the safety 
and operation of the Savannah River site. Over and over we have 
been told, while it was true, that the government lied to us or 
forgot to tell us about the accidents and problems at SRP. They 
would never do it again. Over and over, we have accepted their 
lies, their wastes, and our danger. Enough is enough. 

The Savannah River site exists to produce weapons which inflict 
incredible damage on people and then turns lives of anyone who 
survives it into a long, slow torture. Theirs is the disease from 
which there is no cure- 

Once we all believed that we needed this terror because of the 
terrible unknown that existed across the borders. Now, we know the 
terror incognito. We are no longer terrified. 

The time has come to just say enough. We have built enough, we 
C-20-01 have spilled enough, we have feared enough and it's time to let it Please see the responses to Comments C— 01-02 on 
go." safety and C-02-05 on human health risks. 
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Here is my statement. At the first graduating class of the Mew 
Governor's School for Math and Sciences, Governor Campbell said the 
state newspaper as saying that we would inherit his generation's 
environmental, social, and economic problems. 

This is just typical of what our government has been doing for 
years — passing the buck to the future. This bureaucratic process 
has gotten our country into a lot of trouble and South Carolina 
especially. 

If SRP is to be reopened, the United States Government, the 
South Carolina lawmakers, and businessmen and especially 
Westinghouse are passing on their problem to us. We, as the future, 
do not appreciate this at all. It is leaving us in danger by 
poisoning our water supply and literally passing your problems on to 
us is aborting our future. 

We, as the future of this state, don't want to inherit your 
environmental, social, and economic problems. We are sick of smoke 
screens and lies and why SRS needs to be reopened. 

The truth is that the Cold Mar has thawed. SRS is needless and 
dangerous and the problems need to be tended to now. Voltaire, the 
great French enlightenment philosopher said in his book, Candide, 
"tend your own garden." 

Please don't leave the tending to us. That's the biggest sin 
that anyone could commit. 



The SRS has been in operation continually since its 
beginning about 35 years ago. During that period, 
elements of the Site have been shut down for 
modifications or for lack of need over varying 
periods of time. For approximately the past 2 
years, three reactors have been undergoing major 
upgrades and modifications, while the remainder of 
the SRS facilities have remained in operation. This 
EIS deals with the continued operation of those 
reactors. Also, please see the response to Comment 
C-02-04 on health risks and water supply. 



Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF KEVIN GRAY 
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C-21-01 



MR. GRAY: My name is Kevin Gray. I'm with the South Carolina 
Coalition of Human Development and Progressive Change in the South 
Carolina Rainbow Coalition. 

MR. GRAY: This is about the second time that I have spoken at 
a hearing, and it seems to me that perhaps the words that the man 
used this morning that we were just going through a shan, but I'm 
going to give you all the real deal, I hope. 

In Columbia, Spartanburg, Washington, Los Angeles, cities 
around this country, every small town in the rural areas, the 
majority of black Americans live in poverty. They live with 
unemployment, they live with drugs, they live with crime. Over 50 
percent of our young black men can't find jobs. Over 350,000 black 
women and children in the state of South Carolina live below the 
poverty line. A fourth of our black males are in jail or on 
probation or on parole. The ages are between 18 and 28 and do an 
average term of 18 years. They do long time. Infant mortality is 
up. Teen pregnancy is up. Racism is on the rise. 

So, when you talk about the need to build bombs, a need to 
build bombs under these conditions, you've got to be kidding. 
You've got to be wasting your time. You've got to be pretty much 
not concerned with the security of your own country to have another 
bogus hearing about something designed to kill people at some 
unknown time in the future when we say you're already killing us, 
you're killing us right now with misplaced priorities. We say 
enough is enough. 

Instead of building bombs, build affordable housing, build 
decent housing for poor people. When the most you can build for 
black people in this country are prisons and juvenile facilities, 
when the most you can build for black women and children are 
projects, when you put our people in institutions, prisons and 
killing fields, it's time for a change in our priorities. It's time 
that we end having sham meetings to justify somebody else's guilt 
and get serious. 

It is time we put our priorities and start feeding our children 
and taking care of our country. It's time that we build the most 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
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important resource we have and that's our people. Instead of 
investing in bombs, we need to invest in education and child care 
and jobs that make sense. 

Economic development in the black community is not hiring us as 
janitors at Savannah River plant. It is not getting us involved in 
something that is long term death and pain. 

Twelve years ago, the Russians were the Evil Empire and now 
George Bush and the rest of the white establishment in Washington 
are tripping over Russians everywhere. It is time that we start 
realizing the problems in our own country. 

In Black America, we are facing a depression. We are living 
under Third World conditions. It's time that since we've cooled 
tensions with Russia, that you cool tensions within your own 
country. Our kids won't always shoot at each other. Our kids won't 
always shoot each other for sneakers. At some point in time — and 
that point in time is getting real close — they're going to start 
deciding who the real enemy is. And the enemy is a country that 
would spend more money and put more effort into building bombs than 
it does put into the education of its own people. It's absolutely 
ridiculous. 

Of course, we are starting to realize that you might need that 
bomb because at some point in time when the kids stop shooting at 
each other and they start shooting at you, you are going to have to 
use nuclear bombs on yourself in this country. 

Thank you. 



Response 
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STATEMENT OF DR. ALBERT JABS 
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OR. JABS: Yes. I'm Dr. Albert Jabs. I'm Volunteer Director 
of Lutheran Human Relations. For 30 years, I have been involved 
with at risk people, at risk students, at risk American citizens. 
This is my work. My doctoral level work, my writings as a member of 
the black press, as a professor at Shaw University in Raleigh, North 
Carolina. 
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C-22-01 



I come with a message from middle America. I do not have an ax 
to grind. I'm not right or left. I want to speak responsively a 
message from middle America. I've studied these issues and my life 
is involved with people. People are my priority. I have a 
background in social science and I've studied the issues. I want 
people to think about some words. Everyone here will resonate, 
react, to what I say. That's part of America. 

Mr. Patterson, you need to be congratulated for having a forum 
like this. Your viewpoint is important. This is part of America, 
to have a forum of free exchange of opinions. 

I came in at 10:00 o'clock. A message from middle America, as 
I see it, tells us are we accountable to the people? If we live in 
a constitutional system, and I assume we do — I teach my students 
about our constitutional system — then you are essentially 
responsible to us. You are our servants, not our servants, our 
servants. We elect you as servants to give us responsible, 
accountable policies. 

We should be governed by the rule of law and consensus, a free 
exchange of opinion. I understand since 8:30 or 9:00 o'clock this 
morning that there generally has been unanimity in opposition to the 
startup of that plant. I don't want this to be an extreme position. 

After 30 years in the educational trenches of this country, 
urban and rural, south, Cleveland and Gary, I'm a family man, a 
church man, I do not have an ax to grind, but I'm concerned — 
repeat — I am concerned if the people of South Carolina are being 
dumped upon and there is research that suggests that the South is an 
environmentally at risk region. 



Please see the response to Comment C— 13— 01 on health 
risks. 
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This is holding us in contempt. We are citizens. We demand to 
be served as responsible citizens and not to be rough shod over and 
our opinions ignored. 

Again, I am not right or left. I do not have an ax to grind, 
but I am concerned about people. A message from middle America is 
do not walk over us, do not ignore our opinions. 

If I had a political role, I would say the same thing. 
Politically, politicians must be responsible to us. We elected 
them, Abraham Lincoln said it a long time ago that if this 
government of the people, by the people and for the people will ever 
perish, it will perish from inward irresponsibility. 

Now, this is coming close. To start up that plant without 

regard for the opinions this morning is holding us in contempt. 

Repeat, it's holding us in contempt. You are our servants. You 

| J ought to be responsible to us. 

cr> 

2? I'm not a radical. I'm not right or left. I have a doctorate 

and 280 publications. I've studied these issues. If that plant 
represents risks to poor or rich, white or black, young or old, hawk 
or dove, liberal or conservative, then it represents an assault 
against our constitutional system and it must be repudiated. 

Repeat, we cannot ignore the opinions of the people that have 
expressed themselves so eloquently this morning. This message 
should go out, a message from middle America, to the community here 
and to the broader state. This becomes an issue of vital importance. 

I realize that some will say that extremism prevails today. 
There are those that would say it was an ideological kangaroo 
court. I know the slogans that can be used, but the heart of the 
issue, are you hearing the voice of the people because this is the 
lifeblood of our constitutional system. 

We know what is happening in Eastern Europe. Changes, but the 
most profound event probably of this environmental decade, this age 
of ecological concern, is the Chernobyl event. A traumatic event 
that has put people at risk, not only in Eastern Europe, but 
throughout the world- 
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We better heed these lessons. I believe that exceeds the 
Gorbachev and Bush encounter of the last few days. We need to hear 
of the environmental concerns. 

I want to tell you something else and I do not want to assume 
more of the time than allotted to me. This country in the 1990s, 
I'm going to tell you, will rise up in our campuses, but they will 
also get middle America to support them. The environmental concerns 
not only involve the woman and her child over here or Mr. Muller who 
served in World War II, but it will involve you at the desk or I in 
the school or all of us. Our voices must be heard and must be 
respected. 

I could go on and on about 40,000 people a day who die in this 
world. I could talk about 95 million people who are coming into the 
world every year, 5.3 billion, these are all ecological concerns. 



i But the environmental question is a political question. It's 

to an economic question. Above all, and I don't want to sound like I 

<-" come from a secetarian background, but it is a profound moral 

question. Are we accountable in our uses of energy? Are we paying 
royalty to the profit margin rather than to the people? 

We are here to serve the people and not the profit motive. If 
I have to drag out my credentials, I'll do that. We need to be 
accountable to the people. That should be our priority. A message 
from middle America is listen to the voices that have expressed 
themselves here this morning. 

I want to say one more thing. The four Cs and I will conclude, 
if you will just give me 30 seconds. Let our policies have four 
Cs. Let them have a sense of conscience. Let them have a sense of 
care. Let them have a sense of concern, so that coalitions of 
people can come about and resurrect this country and live out its 
full birthright. 
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C-23-01 



MR. HENDERSON: My name is Jerry Henderson and I represent no 
particular group except the people of South Carolina. 

I'm really overwhelmed by the enormity of what's been happening 
for the last 40 years. I saw Hiroshima and Nagasaki when I was 
18 years old on the way to Korea. I went through by train. The 
desolation still burns in my mind, day in and day out, and year in 
and year out. 

I just can't believe that our government over these last 
40 years has disregarded our planet, our environment. I pick up the 
newspaper every day and I read about what's happened off the coast 
of San Francisco, a radioactive waste dump off some beautiful 
islands that are the habitats of some of the most beautiful species 
that are endangered and they're breaking up. Those containers are 
breaking up into the food chain, killing those animals. 

I read about what's happening at our own Savannah River Plant. 
I find out that we had two nuclear accidents there in 1970. I lived 
about 50 miles away at the time. Nobody told me. Nobody said you 
should have a choice to take off, to jump in your automobile and 
head for Key West or some place. Nobody said a word. Here we are 
today, possibly in South Carolina having epidemics of cancer and 
thyroid deficiencies and nobody says a word. 

Why are we the zone of national sacrifice? Why must South 
Carolina be a substitute for Hiroshima and Nagasaki? What have we 
done to deserve this? Why did our government not at least tell us? 
Say, please, Mr. Henderson, would you like to go some other place? 
I think I would have chosen some other place. But nobody said a 
word. 

Am I carrying some nucleotide in my lungs or in my intestines 
that will finish me off in a few years and I will never even know 
what really happened to me? Are there thousands and millions of 
people like that in our country? That's wrong. 

We tested 150 nuclear weapons out in the West and nobody was 
told to leave. Nobody was told that would hurt them. We've done 



Please see the response to Comment C— 13— 01 on health 
risks. 
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more damage to ourselves than the Soviet Union has done. I think 
that's pretty sad. 

There's a book out now that I believe everybody should make an 
effort to get their hands on. It's called Deadly Deceit . There's a 
quote in here by Dr. John Go f man, who I happened to have the 
opportunity to meet one time. I will just sort of paraphrase what 
he said. He said that knowing what he knew and the other scientists 
knowing what they knew about the effects of low level radiation that 
Nuremberg- type trials would not be too much to ask for the people 
who have carried on this deception. I certainly agree with that. 

Thank you very much. 
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C-24-01 



C-Z4-02 



C-24-03 



My name is Carol Hi nans. 

r i cr- oniM t - n 

Voters in Georgetown County. 



I live at 914 Highmarket St. 



._ a j__i 



For my statement today I will read a letter I have written to 
all members of Congress from SC and to Pres. Bush. 

Dear President Bush: The need for restart of the K L and P 
reactors at SRP is based on the secret Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 
Memorandum which was approved by former Pres. Reagan in January of 
1989. 

There have been too many dramatic changes since Jan. '89 for 
that secret memorandum to be the reason for present policy on 
nuclear weapons systems decisions. 

Our leaders are still charting our future militarily and while 
Congress and the Bush administration are reviewing other weapon 
systems, military bases, etc. certainly the need for tritium and 
plutonium have to be a part of that review. To do otherwise will 
result in our nations policies regarding nuciear weapons uuiiuup 
being determined by unelected beau roc rats at DOE. 

I believe that once the American people realize that our elected 
leaders permitted this exorbitantly expensive, environmentally 
unsound and unsafe restart to take place without review from 
Congress and the Bush Administration and during a period of time 
when no urgency existed, they will consider it to be a blunder as 
colossal as the savings and loan scandal which was not reviewed by 
our leaders in time to save the situation. 

There is too much secrecy surrounding this decision to restart. 
The independent oversight committee (the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board) is operating in secret. The previously mentioned 
memorandum Reagan signed was secret and this Draft EIS says the 
reason we need tritium so quickly even though our present supply is 
adequate for 1,000 warheads for the next fifty years, is secret. 

I am writing this letter to all members of Congress from SC and 
to Pres. Bush because we in S.C. will suffer the higher cancer risk. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Please see the responses to Comment C-18-02 on DOE 
requirements and arms reduction. The need for 
nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C-13-01 on health 
risks from the continuing operation of 3RS reactors. 
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the contamination of our rivers, our soil, and our air. He need our 
SC delegation to Congress and Pres. Bush to protect us by providing 
nationwide participation that will ensure the public welfare. We 
have all learned what happened to Eastern Europe's and China's 
environment from decisions made by their beaurocrats, in secrecy. 
We have read that their horses have to leave their cities after two 
years; that they can see the air they breathe; that they cannot 
drink their water; that their babies are being born with defects; 
that their immune systems are failing and their children are sick 
and some are dying. They live near reactors as old as Chernoble's 
where there is a real danger of nuclear self annihilation. Will we 
in S.C. suffer that risk also? 

If the U.S. is to continue to proclaim itself as the world 
leader in the movement toward democracy then, in fact, you our 
leaders need to show the world that you know, that we elected you to 
practice it. 

Sincerely, Carol Winans 



Response 



Please see the response to Comment C-14-02 on 
Chernobyl. Section 4.1.3 of the EIS presents the 
risks of accidents at SRS reactors. 
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C-25-01 



C-25-02 



MR. STAUFFER: Like Carol, this is my third hearing that I've 
been to on this subject. This time we had a real EIS to look over. 
Other times it was about the scoping for an EIS. I was flipping 
through it and it all kind of runs together after a while. A lot of 
it you can tell is kind of shallow work. After a while, I wasn't 
really interested in it and I guess that reason is because a lot of 
it I don't really believe. Why don't I believe it? 

Well, it don't have a real trustworthy track record — the DOE. 
That I think is what has gotten us into this situation today. Look 
at this big EIS and this much of it right here in my hands is what 
addresses the terrible possibility that maybe we don't need to 
restart. This is supposed to be a real EIS. That ain't a real 
EIS. I've seen real EISs and they don't look like this. 

These people, to put it bluntly, can't be trusted. They've 
shown us by their acts in the past that they can't be trusted. They 
couldn't trusted before and they can't be trusted in the future. 

Another small example is this hearing today. First come, first 
serve. Carol, Sparky and I drove up from Georgetown, South 
Carolina, so that we could talk. How come we've got to drive up 
from Georgetown, South Carolina? Why isn't there a hearing in 
Georgetown, South Carolina? Huh? These people are supposed to be 
working for us, remember? Why do we have to drive up here? When we 
do get here, why do we have to take a number? Why can't we reserve 
time beforehand? What's going on here anyway? 



In the hearing before this, they told us that whatever we said 
in the hearing wouldn't even count anyway. I don't know if what we 
say today counts for anything. 

The integrity, or lack thereof, by the DOE is not just a 
cosmetic problem. Lately, the DOE has gotten real, real good at 



DOE believes that continued operation of K-, L-, and 
P-Reactors is primarily of local and regional 
interest and confines the public meetings to the 
Atlanta-Charlotte-Savannah area which lie within 180 
miles of SRS. This encompasses the area most likely 
to be affected by routine or accidental releases if 
they occur. DOE also believes that the additional 
costs caused by large area public hearings do not 
justify their need. Hearings provide only one 
vehicle for commenting; DOE always requests written 
comments. 

Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 
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public relations. What his name — David Broder, big time, 
political columnist, wrote a wonderful column recently about 
Secretary Watkins doing a great job at DOE and all that stuff. But 
integrity won't be cured by public relations. It will have to be 
cured by involving the public in the DOE processes, in the DOE 
decision-making processes. If you don't, you're going to end up 
with the lousy decisions that you've made in the past. 

The reason that SRP is such a mess is because so much of it has 
been done in secret. When you do things in secret, you've got less 
input into the decision-making process and there's less of a chance 
that somebody sitting around the table will say, hey, wait a 
minute. The fewer people you have sitting around the table, the 
worst decisions you are going to make. 

This, right here, today, look around you, enjoy it. This is the 
public input. This is the public input into the restart of those 
i J reactors down there. That's pretty pathetic. They expect us to 

J£ believe that this restart is going to go smoothly, no problems. 

ro 

But what assurances do we have of that? What assurances will 
you give us that everything is going to go smoothly? We gave you 
this really neat EIS here. You can put it with the other green 
stuff in your den in your bookcase. That is no assurance. I'm not 
trying to be funny. That's about what it's good for. I don't need 
any more green decor in my den. I need a real EIS and by real 
professionals. 

I'm a self-employed carpenter. My living depends on my personal 
integrity. People have to know that they can depend on the price I 
give them and the quality of my work. If I did stuff like this, I'd 
starve. 

I don't know what planet ya'll are on, but I'm on the planet 
Earth. I deal with the real world every day. Until the people in 
DOE start dealing with the real world, there's still going to be 
hearings, there's still going to be lawsuits. A lot of the people 
in this room are going to be coming back again. And this is going 
to go on and on and on. 

I know ya'll have been real patient sitting here listening to 
us. You know what you can do to make things better. You know what 
you can do to do right. It's up to ya'll whether or not to do it. 
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In conclusion, I'd like to say that the people of South Carolina 
have been more than patient in the past four years. We have bent 
over backwards. We have done everything we can. We have not been 
hard to get along with. I was born in Georgia and I have lived in 
South Carolina virtually all my life. I'll be 40 years old next 
month and I'm cranky compared to my South Carolinians. Most South 
Carolinians, they ain't cranky like me. In return, we have been 
poisoned and then lied to about it. 

Enough is enough. This is ridiculous. The next time I make a 
trip up here for another hearing I'd like it to be for a real 
hearing about a real piece of work. It 'd be nice. I wouldn't feel 
that I was just kind of taking the day off. 



Table C-7. Public Comments and OOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 



o 



C-26 STATEMENT OF KATHY RILEY 

MS. RILEY: Good morning. My name is Kathy Riley and I'm the 
Director of Providence Home Women's Shelter. I'm here today to 
speak about the startup of the SRS. 

C -26-01 I think some of the train of thought for the proponents of this Comments noted, 

startup is that it is in the nation's security's best interest to do 
so. However, when some of this who are opposed to this push on the 
issue, we find that we get into the muddy waters of classified 
information. So, it's our nation's security, however, we can't the 
reasons for why. 

Some of us — and I include myself in that group — have a 
problem with that line of reasoning. I come here this morning 
because I think I'm an expert in national security and I don't say 
| J that loosely or lightly. For the past 14 years of my life, I have 

J£ been working with homeless individuals. I believe that some of us 

j> have a perspective on the national security that is far more real 

than other people's. 

In my heart of hearts if I felt that if a bomb could help me and 
secure this nation, then I would be in favor. However, I think 
there is a problem with the national security. I think we are in 
danger and I think we do have a dilemma. Would that it could be 
that simple that a bomb would make it better. However, it's too 
simplistic, it's not the answer. We do have a problem with national 
security, but the answer does not lie in bombs. 

Several before me have defined the enemy. I, too, have my 
definition of the enemy. It is not out there over there or in some 
other country. That is not the enemy. The enemy is much like a 
nation which allows not hundreds, not tens, not thousands, but 
millions of people to be homeless in this nation. It is a nation 
which allows people to live in substandard housing, to be 
ill-equipped for jobs and to be ill-educated. 

The national security is at threat and a bomb is not going to 
make it better. I think if we don't look at the situation on a very 
large scale and some of us who are opposed to this are sometimes 
accused of being naive and simplistic, however, the contrary is 



Table C-7. Public Comments and 00E Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 



true. For some of us, we see life much more holistically and see 
much more of a connectiveness of life. For those of us who see a 
connection in life, the problem is that bombs do not help. They do 
not solve, they just destroy. 

I think the national security is a risk. I think we need to 
seriously look at our priorities and I think we seriously have to 
look at what it's going to take to make this nation a better nation. 

My feeling is that we are going to have to do something. We 
are not talking, as I said, of hundreds of thousands of people who 
are ill-equipped to manage daily life, we are talking about millions 
and that's a federal number. We are talking millions of people who, 
on a daily level, have nothing really to live for. I think the 
worse scenario is the quality of life will be so poor in this 
country that the easy answer will be a bomb. What an irony. That's 
not an answer. 

cr- So, we don't want to get to the point ever where this nation is 

^ so ill-equipped that the quality of life is so poor that it's almost 

easier to put us out of our misery. I would rather see the 
priorities shifted. I would rather see that we pay attention to 
some of the people in our own society whose problems are so great 
and so grave and are so growing in a population that the national 
security rests on our own selves. 



Thank you 



We are the enemy. We don't have to go outside of our borders. 
. you. 
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C-27 



STATEMENT OF NORA ELKIM 



C-27-01 



MS. ELKIN: My nane is Nora El kin and I represent the students 
of South Carolina. I realize that I'm only 16 and I don't have the 
ability to vote, but I'm still important because in a few years I 
will be able to vote and I won't wait. I'll jump at the chance to 
vote. 



Comments noted. 
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I'm old enough to walk outside and look at the grass and the 
trees and the stream running through the woods and animals and the 
sky and I want to show those things to ny children and my 
grandchildren. I don't want to die before that tine comes along. I 
don't want to die from something that I can stop right now or hope 
to stop, if you all listen to us. Because there hasn't been many 
people sitting here going, I think the restart is important, I think 
we should restart. I think it's wrung. 

I think it's important that each of us realizes that we have 
children to think of. It's not just us and when we die it will be 
over. I hope it will go on. 

I will cut this short and just say I oppose the restart. I 
oppose my children not being able to see the beauty outside because 
of a bomb or because of tritium. 
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STATEMENT OF NELINDA S. NORTON 

P.O. BOX S12 

MCCLELLANVILLE, S.C. 29458 

Comment on the Draft Environ mental Impact 

Statement for Savannah River Plant's 

K-. L-. and P- Reactors 
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C-28-01 



My name is Melinda Stone Morton. Iaia native of the 
southeast region of the U.S., born in Tennessee, raised in Kentucky, 
Georgia, and North Carolina, resident for many years in the 
Appalachian mountains of Tennessee and Virginia. Host recently, I 
have been working in volunteer hurricane recovery efforts in 
McCl el 1 anvi 1 1 e , South Carolina. I should add that I have lived in 
the vicinity of the Oak Ridge weapons facility and the sub-fuel 
plant in Erwin, TN. 

I have three children and two grandchildren and I have worked 
as a teacher, community organizer, and writer, among other jobs. I 
have a law degree from the University of Tennessee and an licensed 
to practice law there. 

I an very concerned about protecting the environment for 
ourselves and for future generations, and have worked for different 
environmental causes and for an envi ronaental lawyer. I am 
concerned, as well, about the need for adequate housing and have 
worked with Habitat for Humanity, headquartered in Americus, GA to 
build houses for people in need. 

You are going to hear plenty of scientific facts and 
mathematical statistics today. I want to talk instead about the 
feelings of the human heart and soul and about human needs. 

Both of the concerns I mentioned — substandard housing and 
environmental degradation — are linked either directly or 
indirectly to the Savannah River Plant and other weapons production 
facilities, and that is why I came here today to ask you to listen 
for a moment to my concerns. The root cause of both of these 
problems, I believe is excessive spending for military purposes, 
with corresponding inadequate spending for social needs. 



Section 4.1 of this EIS addresses, analyzes fully, 
and bounds the environmental impacts of the 
continued operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors, 
including the resumption of production after an 
extended outage. 
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C-28-03 
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The restart of reactors at the Savannah River Plant will only 
serve to exacerbate these problems, to make them worse. The restart 
will cause more damage to the Savannah River environment. The 
restart will channel more funds into the production of weapons and 
correspondingly will take funds needed for housing. 

We do not need to have those reactors restarted. Instead we 
need a cleaned-up, healthy and bountiful natural environment. 
Especially do many Black people and others who work at low-paying 
jobs, with wages insufficient to support the costs of decent rental 
housing or home ownership, need to be considered when decisions are 
made that ultimately affect the federal budget for government 
housing programs and home loans. Money spent for weapons production 
is money that is not available for housing and other human needs. 
We need a new definition of national security, one that is concerned 
with meeting needs of people and the planet rather that producing 
weapons. 

In recent years and months, the international political scene 
and the prospect for arms control has improved tremendously. The 
rationale for a number of weapons systems has simply evaporated. 
Congress has recognized this and is cutting funds for weapons 
production. The tritium produced at the Savannah River Plant won't 
be needed. But decent housing will continue to be needed. 

How then can you justify the expenditure of huge amounts of 
money for the continuing operation of the bomb factory? The money 
that is used for wages and materials in the military industrial 
complex could better be spent for wages and materials in the huma 
services sector. 

The bomb plant should be scaled back, not geared up. The 
environmental degradation that has already occurred should be 
cleaned up, not added to by a restart. 

The Savannah River Plant has become a hindrance rather than a 
help to the people of this region. We in the southeast should nflt 
be required to bear a disproportionate burden of the danger and the 
disease of nuclear weapons. 

Last week I commented at the hearings in Savannah because I had 
lived in Savannah as a child and feel close to the city and the 



The current potability of Savannah River water in 
relation to radioactivity reflects the entire prior 
discharge history of SRS as well as fallout 
deposition from prior decades. The river water and 
aquatic and marine species are now and have been 
well within applicable radiactivity standards for 
human ingestion, and there is no reason to expect 
that situation will change in the future ( Savannah 
River Sitq Environmental Report for 1988 . 
WSRC-RP-89-59-1). Risk assessments and 
environmental studies have accounted for potential 
cumulative impacts resulting from K-, L-, and 
P-Reactor operation. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium. The need for nuclear weapons is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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place. Traveling back from Savannah to Charleston County I couldn't 
help but contrast the remarkable natural and architectural beauty of 
Savannah with the area that was devastated by Hurricane Hugo. 

C-28-04 But then I thought about the silent deadliness of uncontrolled Sections 4.1.2.1 and 4.1.2.2 of the EIS discuss 

radiation from uranium, plutonium, and tritium and I realized that radioactive releases from normal operations at SRS; 

the loveliness of Savannah is very much at risk. There may already Section 4.1.2.6 discusses health effects. 

be irreversible damage that may ultimately be even more destructive 

than Hugo despite the fact that we can't see it with our eyes like 

we see the damage from Hugo. The bomb plant is like a worm inside 

an apple that looks good on the outside until the rot takes over. 

I think we ought to regard Hugo as some kind of warning from a 

divine force telling us to clean up our act. I believe that God - 

The Great Spirit - Yahweh - The Collective Mind - Mother Earth - 

Gaia - The Goddess - whoever or whatever you believe in - is angry 
because of the mess and the injustice we've perpetrated on the 

I Blessed Creation, our Planet Earth. If we continue to put military 

^ might before human needs, if we continue to destroy ourselves with 

vo cancer and other diseases caused by radiation, who will be left in 

the end to appreciate the awesome wonder of the natural world or the 

brilliant design of some human works? 

Savannah River is a good place to start the massive cleanup and 
the setting of new priorities that are needed if Earth and the 
humanity She makes possible are to survive. Keep the reactors shut 
down! 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF REGINA TURETZKY 
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MS. TURETZKY: My name is Regina Turetzky and I'm representing 
myself. I was not going to speak this morning, but since we were 
given another section of time, I felt that my voice should be heard 
too. 

I've heard overwhelming reasons not to start up the reactors at 
Savannah River Plant all morning long. I hope that DOE will listen 
to the voices of the people. 

Last December, I went on a tour of the Savannah River Plant 
with the League of Women Voters. I was shocked to learn that the 
half-life of the by-product of tritium is 1,000 years. This waste 
material was placed on ceramic sheets and stored on site. It is 
hoped they can be moved to a mountain in the West, but no state in 
the West wants it. It is so disturbing to realize with this 
production for our national defense we will be using a product that 
will be with us for thousands of years and can cause untold damages 
to our future generations and to those living now. 

It is a shame that there cannot be a referendum for South 
Carolina, Georgia and North Carolina, those areas most affected by 
SRP. Instead, we must rely on your discretion. Please listen to 
the voice of reason, the voice of the people. Do not start up the 
reactors at Savannah River. 



Please see the response to Comment C -01-03 on public 
comments. 



The Defense Waste Processing Facility, which is 
scheduled to begin operation in 1992, will convert 
high-level waste, not tritium, into an essentially 
insoluble form not subject to environmental 
transfer. The associated saltstone plant for 
processing low-level waste from high-level waste 
tanks began operation in June 1990. The half-life 
of tritium is 12.3 years. 
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C-30-01 



C-30-02 



MR. GUILD: Thank you, sir. My name is Robert Guild, 
G-U-I-L-D. I'm a Columbia attorney and I represent the Energy 
Research Foundation. 

In part, in a federal court proceeding entitled, Energy 
Research Foundation y ftrsus Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, my 
comments with regard to the environmental impact analysis for the 
reactor restart, Savannah River Plant, will address primarily the 
flaws in that environmental analysis that flow from the failures by 
the Safety Board to adequately assess the safety of the reactors for 
restart. 

I understand you have heard substantial comment from those who 
have testified today and in other hearings about the lack of benefit 
from this federal action. That is, the lack of need for further 
defense nuclear materials from the proposed restarted Savannah River 
reactors. 

It's apparent to most members of the American public that in 
this era it's simply unjustifiable to continue to produce defense 
nuclear materials. Let me address, however, the other side of the 
cost benefit equation and that is the cost of these reactors. 

Congress found the United States Department of Energy woefully 
lacking in a number of the public participation and procedural 
safeguards necessary to assure the safe restart of these reactors. 
In the basis of those widespread failures, created an independent 
regulatory body charged with the mission of overseeing the safety of 
these facilities. This body was the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board. 

In hearing on the confirmation of its chairman, John Conway, 
and in Senate hearings leading up to the adoption of the legislation 
creating the board, it was clearly understood and to the maximum 
extent possible, this Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board should 
function optimally the way the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
functions with regard to private commercial nuclear power reactors. 

Time and again, we have heard Secretary Watkins commit, in 
principle, to comparability, that the reactors at Savannah River and 



Please see the response to Comment C— 1—01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



DOE operates the SRS reactors in compliance with its 
own safety criteria, which are comparable (but not 
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other defense nuclear facilities should meet standards at least as 
stringent as the commerical nuclear industry. 

Assurance that such comparability is achieved is only possible 
through a stringent and independent process to oversee and determine 
that the Department has met those safety goals. Unfortunately, the 
Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board's process and oversight is 
fatally flawed and because that process is flawed, the Department is 
unable to accurately access the true costs in terms of public health 
and safety of the decision to restart these reactors. 

Ironically, while both Chairman Conway of the Defense Nuclear, 
Facility Safety Board and Chairman John T. Ahern, former Chairman of 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Chairman of the Department's 
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safety, confirm that it is their 
judgment that the Safety Board should function like the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, the reality has been far different. 

The Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board has formally taken 
the position that it is not subject to the most basic, open 
government laws that assure that its decision-making is both open to 
the public and ultimately that its decisions are effective. The 
Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board insists that it is not subject 
to the Freedom of Information Act nor to the Sunshine Act. 

The FOIA, the Freedom of Information Act, is a hallmark of open 
government legislation because it assures that government meets only 
after giving notice to the public, inviting the public's attendance, 
promulgates its general rules of operation, so that the public knows 
how it does its business. It makes available public records so that 
the public can observe and independently judge the effectiveness and 
accountability with which the government does the public's business. 

The government, in the Sunshine Act, assures that meetings and 
decisions made by government bodies are not made in smoke-filled 
rooms behind closed doors, but instead are made on the public record 
after notice and an opportunity for the public to attend and observe. 

Incredibly, the Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board insists 
that it is not subject to either of these open government laws. 
Ironically the Department of Energy itself acknowledges that it must 
be subject to the Freedom of Information Act and the Sunshine Act. 



identical) to those the NRC applies to commercial 
nuclear power facilities. Also, please see the 
response to Comment C-02-01 on safety oversight. 



Section 2.1.3.3 of the EIS describes the powers, 
functions, and some recent recommendations of the 
DNFSB. Its positions on the applicability to the 
functioning of the FOIA or the "Sunshine Act" are 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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Ironically, Chairman Ahern ' s Advisory Safety Board, it too 
complies with the Freedom of Information Act and Federal Advisory 
Committee Act that assures, like the Sunshine Act, that meetings are 
held in the open. 
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Board of a facility that is less responsive and less open than the 
very department it was intended to reform. This is simply 
unacceptable. 

We get, as a product of the Safety Board's decision making 
terse, conclusory, one page sets of recommendations, wherein the 
commerical industry, those same subject matters would be included in 
volumes of hundreds of pages of detail. We are asked as members of 
the public, who have no ability to participate in the Safety Board's 
process, to comment on these terse, conclusory recommendations. In 
due course, we make our comments. 

For example, Energy Research Foundation and the National 

Dorniii-i-ac riofancn Prim-ii-il i-ntmont arl nn Maj-rti 9Q 1 OjQn . 1-1 n 3 cat irf 

recommendations published by the Safety Board. We prefaced our 
comments as' follows: Our comments are necessarily circumscribed by 
the Board's failure to provide access to Board meetings and . 
information on which these recommendations are based, including, but 
not limited to, reports from consultants or contractors to the 
Board, notes and/or minutes of meetings with consultants or 
contractors, reports from the Department of Energy or Westinghouse 
to the Board, notes and/or minutes of meetings with DOE or 
Westinghouse, notes and/or minutes of Board discussions on these 
recommendations. 

Without access to the Board's deliberations or the above 
information, we are unable to fully and fairly judge the overall 
adenuac^ of the Board's recommendations -, nor can we accurate! « nanno 
whether additional recommendations are warranted. In substance 
then, it is impossible for even the most active and interested 
members of the public to adequately participate in the Board's 
acti vi ties. 

Just one example, the Board, in its first set of 
recommendations, incredibly found that the Savannah River Plant was 
located in Georgia. We gave them an instant instruction in 
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geography and pointed out to then that the facilities they were 
supposedly making safe was in South Carolina, in our homes. That 
kind of error, which is just simple, fundamental, should have not 
occurred in the product of the Board's activities,. its final 
recommendati ons . 

If we had an open process, the first day that a Board member 
had a meeting and said, "It's good to be talking about the Savannah 
River Plant here in Georgia," he would have heard from the public 
that his geography was slightly erroneous. 

How many other errors of a technical and safety significant 
nature are buried in the reports and consultants' documents that we 
have yet to see? 

We urge the Department of Energy to recognize that the process 
that leads to restart is fundamentally flawed, that the Defense 
Nuclear Facility Safety Board that Congress established to provide 
independent, regulatory oversight of the safety of these facilities 
design and construction, has not yet begun to conduct its activities 
in a fashion that will assure its effectiveness. Let alone, a 
fashion that will give the public confidence that its work is 
accountable and responsive* 

We ask you, therefore to decide "no" on the question of reactor 
restart on the basis of these flaws in the environmental analysis of 
the costs versus the benefits of this action. We believe that the 
no restart decision is required by the National Environmental Policy 
Act for those reasons. 



DOE is following the NEPA process in its assessment 
of the environmental consequences of K-, L-, and 
P-Reactor operation; the DNFSB will provide input 
into the DOE Record of Decision. 



Thank you. 



Table C-7. Public Caaments and DOE Responses 



Comment _ 

Number Comment Response 



C-31 STATEMENT OF CHARLOTTE SPEAKER 

MS. SPEAKER: My name is Charlotte Speaker. I case here very 
in-informed or at least less so, I feel, than many other people 
here about the current situation concerning the Savannah River Plant. 

I was very moved by the compassion and concerns shown by those 
who wish to stop the reopening of the plant. I feel fortunate that 
there are people such as these on this earth and such as yourself 
C-31-01 that provide a forum for listening. For if listening is what you Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 

are doing, Savannah River Plant will not reopen. comments. 

Thank you. 
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Statement delivered by J. William Holliday at the Public Hearing 
June 5, 1990 on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) for 
Continued Operation of K-, 1-, and P-, Reactors at the Savannah 
River Site in Aiken, South Carolina. 

My name is William Holliday. I'm from Galivants Ferry, S.C. I 
represent Horry and Georgetown counties on the State Agriculture 
Commission. This evening, however, I'm not speaking for or on 
behalf of any group or organization or in fact for anybody or any 
group now living in South Carolina. Instead I am speaking on behalf 
of those who have not yet been born. Maybe the ones I speak for 
won't be born for another forty or fifty years. I don't know. All 
I know is I probably won't be around then, so I had better say what 
I have to say now. 

What concerns me most about restarting the reactors at the Savannah 
River Plant is that experts say these machines inject more tritium 
into the biosphere — meaning anything that lives, breathes, eats, 
drinks — more tritium than all the other nuclear reactors in the U.S. 
combined. I understand that Dr. Karl Z. Morgan, the leading health 
physicist in this country, has called this amount of tritium 
injected into us South Carolinians "outrageous". 

When you consider the fact that tritium is a genetic toxin, an 
outrageous amount of tritium is downright scary. It's scary because 
scientists can't predict what genetic toxins like tritium will do to 
our chromosomes, our DNA, can't say what they will do until a couple 
of generations down the line, say forty or fifty years from now. 

And what a precious thing this DNA is, this gift of life we pass on 
to our children. Guy Murchie, the great biologist and scientist, 
says that the "essence of the child is its genes, (which are) the 
mysterious blueprints of growth and development, of physical mental 
and spiritual unfoldment." This famous scientist says further that 
if you "were to translate the coded messages of a single human cell 
into English, they would fill a thousand-volumed library." 



The EIS discusses atmospheric and liquid releases of 
tritium at SRS in Sections 4.1.2.1 and 4.1.2.2; it 
discusses health effects in Section 4.1.2.6. Please 
see the response to comment C-13-01 on health risks. 
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The question we ask today is how much genetic toxin or tritium, can 
we absorb before it alters our DNA, the "golden thread" that links 
us to the origin of life itself? And how many generations will have 
to wait to see what mutations, if any, will occur in the physical 
and mental development of their children and grandchildren? 

As I say, most of us won't be around to find out. Maybe nothing 
will happen. Or maybe the kind of thing that happened to the farm 
animals at Chernobyl e will happen: Time magazine says colts were 
born with eight legs, deformed lower jaws, disjointed spinal cords; 
that 197 freak calves were born, some with deformed skulls, 
distorted mouths, some with no eyes. 

What about human babies? What will happen to them fifty years from 
now? Maybe nothing. Or maybe the kind of thing that happened at 
Love Canal will happen: According to physicist Brian Swimme, 36 
pregnant women were exposed to genetic toxins at Love Canal. Only 
'y 1 five of those pregnancies were normal. Some babies were born dead, 

--* some babies were born without ears, one baby girl was born with two 

2 rows of teeth in one jaw, and one baby was born without a face. 



In conclusion, what all this horror says to me is that we'd best not 
tread on hallowed ground. We'd best not release any more of this 
tritium, this genetic toxin, into the biosphere, into us ourselves. 
We owe this much to that from which we come. We owe this much to 
those who will come after us. I hope the Department of Energy will 
think long and hard — way into the future — before restarting the 
reactors of the Savannah River Plant. 
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My name is Lyn Phillips. I am a lifelong resident of the state 
of S.C. and have lived in Columbia for 12 years. I am a social 
worker with a master's degree and have worked to provide critical 
human services to the poor in our state for all of my professional 
life. It is from this experience that I would like to express my 
earnest opposition to the restart of SRP's reactors. South Carolina 
is one of the poorest states in the nation. We have the third 
highest infant mortality rate in the U.S. (This rate is one of the 
most sensitive indicators of the health of a people). We rank 51st 
in the nation in terms of quality of life and opportunity for women 
citizens. These facts are only a few of the shameful health, 
education, and poverty statistics our state must claim... and many 
of our citizens must LIVE daily without relief and with little hope 
of change. 

The more I grow as a human being, as a spiritual person, and as 
a thinking, rational being... the more insane our state's priorities 
become. We have a wonderful state... beautiful and varied in 
environment and RICH in its people. But those in power have denied 
or ignored our critical human needs and the unequal society we live 
in by prioritizing the building of nuclear weapons. In an age of 
enhanced working relationships between the superpowers, why do we 
continue to make this terrible. choice? An ultimately catastrophic 
choice! It seems to me that the legislators and businessmen who 
"SELL S.C OUT" must practice massive denial of their humanity daily 
in order to continue to support SRP... while literally denying many 
of their constituents life. 

I will not enumerate the well-known safety issues proven by 
practical experts. The consequences of the risks we take are beyond 
description. Not only do those in power CHOOSE to deny these 
consequences... they CHOOSE for many of our citizens a continuing 
life of poverty and hopelessness and poor health. As a South 
Carolinian, a stepmother, and a social worker steeped in the reality 
of life for too many people in our state... I appeal to you to 
choose LIFE. I OPPOSE THE RESTART OF THE SRP REACTORS. 



Comments noted. • 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C-13-01 on health 
risks. 
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My name is Pauline Reimers and I am speaking as a concerned 
resident of South Carolina. I represent no organization. 

I sat in on this morning's meeting and I came away with very 
mixed emotions. I was singularly impressed by the tirelessness of 
the people who spoke. It was enormously encouraging to hear people 
who apparently have voiced their opposition to Savannah River Site 
time, after time, after time. And yet, I couldn't escape the 
feeling that they were not at all sure that anybody was listening to 
them. Rather like knocking on the hall door of a house in which all 
the lights are on and yet somehow you get the feeling there's nobody 
at home. I think we could look at that "somebody" who is absent 
from the house as The Voice of Reason. Where is The Voice of Reason 
in all of this? And, as I look at you two gentlemen here this 
evening, I wonder if The Voice of Reason still lives within you? 

It doesn't take a genius or a nuclear physicist to see that 
using an obsolete and highly dangerous facility to produce something 
that is not needed and using enormous sums of money to do this, is 
insani ty. 

I would like to spend these brief minutes focusing on one 
aspect of the nuclear industry, and, this is: how do we cope with a 
major radiation release? I want to raise the issue of what do we do 
when a major radiation release occurs from one or more of the 
reactors at the Savannah River Site? 

This issue has become important to me as a result of research I 
did as part of an advanced degree at the University of South 
Carolina here in Columbia. I spent over a year-and-a-bal f 
researching the response of Western Europe to the Soviet nuclear 
power plant accident at Chernobyl. 

The Chernobyl accident is significant here because it involved 
the greatest release of radioactivity ever experienced by the earth 
at one time. I want to emphasize, however, that a major radiation 
release is a major disaster, regardless of whether its source is a 
privately owned nuclear power plant or a government run nuclear 
weapons facility. It's all extremely dangerous. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



As described in Section 3.9 of the EIS, DOE has an 
emergency preparedness plan in place in the unlikely 
event of a major radiation release.' 



Please see the response to Comment C-14-02 on 
Chernobyl. Section 4.1.3.1 of the EIS discusses 
possibilities of reactor accidents at SRS. 
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I'm not a physical scientist so I was not our measuring levels 
of radioactivity in soils, water, and foods. What I did do was look 
at how national governments and larger organizations such as the 
European Community coped with the radioactive fall-out. I looked at 
how they coped with this deadly pollution that travelled thousands 
of miles. 

I embarked on my research with the basic idea that the European 
Community, which is deeply committed to nuclear power, and the 
European national governments that are likewise committed, would 
therefore have workable plans for dealing with a nuclear disaster. 
After all, common sense told me, one doesn't create a technology as 
horrifyingly dangerous as the nuclear industry without also 
developing a system for dealing with the inevitable accidents that 
will occur, whether because of equipment failure or human error. 
But, that is precisely what we have done. 

7* The Europeans were no better able to cope with the fall-out 

^ than were the Soviets. 

o 

The Soviet government was severely criticized by the West for 
what was perceived as being a reluctance to divulge information on 
the accident. While, initially, they may not have rushed to spread 
information beyond their own borders, much of the silence was due to 
ignorance. The Soviets did not know then, and still do not know 
today, what are the effects of a large radiation release on the 
people, the soils, the water, the food. But, we in the West are no 
wi ser. 

The Soviets evacuated about 120,000 people in the days and 
weeks after the accident. Six weeks ago, they appropriated funding 
to evacuate a further 200,000. And this, gentlemen, is 4 years 
after the radiation release. 

Why the delay? One of the main reasons is that they were 
waiting for high radiation levels to drop, but they haven't. 
Another major factor is that they don't know how radiation behaves 
in the life systems of this planet. But we in the West do not know 
any better. Humankind of the late 20th century is unable to cope 
with the problems nuclear facilities generate. 

At the time of the Three Mile Island accident here in this 
country in 1979, the Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
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(NRC) said: "We are operating almost totally in the blind. The 
Governor's information is ambiguous, mine is non-existent and - I 
don't know - it's like a couple of blind men staggering around 
making decisions." 

Quite frankly, we have no way of dealing with a major nuclear 
accident because there is. Ofi effective way of dealing with a major 
radiation release. And no Environmental Impact Statement on the 
face of this earth can effectively address this issue today. 

Using risk calculations of known reactor accidents worldwide 
over time, there is a 70% probability of a serious accident 
occurring every 5.4 years and a greater than 95% probability that a 
major nuclear accident will occur within the next 20 years. These 
statistics were computed by a highly respected English consultancy 
firm in 1986. And we have already used-up 4 years of those precious 
20. 

The Savannah River Site's reactors are ancient antiquities in 
very unstable and precarious condition. The maximum life span of a 
nuclear reactor is around 30 years; S.R.P's are close to 40 years 
old. The K. L. and P. reactors at S.R.S. ought to be 
decommissioned, not put back into use. That South Carolina's 
environment has been irreparably damaged by the S.R.P. facility is 
undisputed; that many of the people of South Carolina have been 
contaminated by S.R.P. is also undeniable. Is South Carolina also 
going to have the distinction of having the first U.S. nuclear 
facility to give this country its own major radiation release? 

I'm not a fortune teller, nor am I a doomsday merchant, but 
looking at the facts and balancing them with the odds, the future 
does not look very promising for South Carolina and the U.S. if 
reactors K. L. and P. at S.R.S. are restarted. And no Environmental 
Impact Statement can truthful 1 y say otherwise. 



Section 4.1.3.1 of the EIS presents the risk of 
severe accidents at SRS reactors. 



As indicated in Section 2.1.2.3.2 of the EIS, DOE 
has identified no life-limiting mechanism for the 
SRS reactors, which differ substantially in design 
and operating modes from commercial power reactors. 



Thank you. 
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I am Ernie Passailaigue, a citizen of South Carolina, a state 
senator and a candidate for Governor. The health and safety of this 
state's citizens and future generations and the preservation of our 
environment are of paramount importance to me. I am therefore 
compelled to testify against the proposed restart of the aged K, L, 
& P Savannah River Site reactors. 

The restart of these Chernobyl age reactors which still do not 
meet the current safety standards for commercial nuclear reactors is 
not reasonable and prudent... and when it comes to activities that 
threaten public and worker health and safety and endanger our 
environment, we must proceed with extreme caution. 

Rather than restart, I feel we should follow the advice of 
national security experts, former CIA Directors William Colby and 
Stansfield Turner, former Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and former 
Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, who call for placing the reactors 
in "cold stand by". 

These experts, as was noted in the State newspaper, feel that 
the United States has no current need for additional plutonium. And 
that if the Soviet Union and the United States continue to reduce 
their nuclear weapons arsenals that additional tritium is also not 
needed . 

I am speaking of a "cold stand by" like that described by 
Dr. Gordon Thompson. One where the reactors would be maintained and 
upgraded, where staff would be familiar with reactor operations. 
Where staff no longer involved in reactor operations would be 
transferred to "clean up the site and decommission the C and R 
reactors" . 

There is enough work in the estimated $25 billion environmental 
clean up of SRS that no current employees should lack for an 
equivalent job and new jobs should be created. These should be good 
jobs also, for the technology and skills that will be required to 
truly clean up the current mess at SRS will be useful in cleaning up 
other environmental tragedies in South Carolina, in other states and 



Please see the response to Comment C-30-02 on DOE 
and NRC standards. 



Please see the response to Comment C- 18-02 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials and the 
world geopolitical situation. 



Please see the response to Comment C-03— 04 on cold 
standby/cold shutdown. 



EPA has set rigid requirements for workers involved 
in the cleanup of hazardous waste sites. DOE has 
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in other parts of the world. The y must also be safe jobs . SRS 
should become the cutting edge of nuclear and hazardous waste 

cleanup. 

A place where true cleanup occurs and where worker health and safety 
are fully protected. We must heavily invest in cleanup technologies 
now. Our national securi ty requires it ! 

The Department of Energy should release all past environmental 
monitoring data and all health studies on workers at SRS. The 
public must be aware of the affects SRS has had on South Carolina. 
Such information is necessary so appropriate measures can be taken 
to lessen future damage should restart ever become necessary. 
Additionally, all three levels of the Risk Assessment should be 
completed and appropriate sections subjected to independent review 
at the earliest possible date. We currently have the opportunity to 
fully understand the impact of restart before we decide to do so. 
We must take advantage of it. 

South Carolinians have been and continue to be an integral part 
of this nation's defenses. We are a proud and patriotic people and 
we deserve to have our national government look after our health and 
safety and environmental quality as well as national security. 
Restarting SRS reactors now before the Risk Assessment is complete, 
before the reactors can operate at commercial reactor safety levels, 
before past health and environmental data have been released and 
analyzed, at a time when defense experts say that restarting the 
reactors is unnecessary does not make sense to me. The sensible 
approach is "cold stand by", further study and public scrunity, and 
a massive clean up effort. DOE's decision must not diminish the 
importance of South Carolina's environment and her citizens' health 
and safety. 



similar requirements for its workers in a 
radiological environment. 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



DOE publishes environmental monitoring data and 
programs annually in SRS environmental monitoring 
reports (WSRC, 1989). Appendix B (Section B.1.5) of 
the EIS describes previous and current 
epidemiological studies of SRS workers and the 
general public, and Secretary Watluns has announced 
on several occasions that DOE is releasing the 
health records of all its employees to qualified 
researchers. Also, please see the response to 
Comment C-04-12 on PRA. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 



Thank you for your time. 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



L-Sb 



iiAitntNi w rwuHttN Ntnr 



In the June issue of Harper's magazine there is a brief excerpt from 
a memorandum prepared daily by DOE officials for Secretary James 
Watkins. This particular memo, dated March 12, was accidentally 
sent to the offices of the nation's 50 governors, instead of the DOE 
regional offices. The responsible employee was fired, but Harpers 
got the memo. Here are two items from it: 

1. Westinghouse Savannah River Company issued a nonconformance 
report when it discovered that seismic support U-bolts were 
missing from supplementary safety injection lines at L - 
reactor. 



o 
l 



C-36-01 



C-36-02 



2. DOE/0SHA inspectors found three energized bare wires in 
Building 105 at P-reactor. Classified as imminent danger 
and wires made safe. Investigation ongoing. 

t^„ k; Mar » „..„.-*■;„,, ;„ «... ~*i n A k nvA i <- ««*■ "Uh,» nU Tir-4-i.. ; c- tk n 

I (IC £S 1 4MCJ (, IfUCJVJUfJ I f I lit J UIIIIV IICI C I J IIUL r>M« V CAflhWIJ 1-3 VMC 

effect of missing seismic U-bolt supports, or energized bare wires," 
though 1 shudder to think. But the biggest question is "why was 
that employee fired?" If daily memos are so secretive at DOE that 
you can lose your job by sending them to the wrong people {the 
nation's governors) what exactly are we being told and what is being 
kept from us? Are you surprised at this lack of faith? If someone 
lies to you on more than one occasion, don't you have less 
inclination to believe you're getting the foil truth the next time? 

It was with similar skepticism that I examined the draft EIS, 
extracted under the legal duress of an Energy Research Foundation 
lawsuit- As r struggled to understand what was written, I 
continually wondered what was not there: secret memos, edits, and 
outright omissions. I also wondered about words like "significant," 
as in "no significant risks," "reduced," as in "reduced air 
quality," and "detectable" as in "no detectable impact." Such 
ambiguous phrases make me suspicious that there are many safety 
issues at SRP that should in truth be called "danger issues." DOE's 
own SRP Tiger Team and Mr. Watkins himself confirm my suspicions. 
The Tiger Team report was released April 26, simultaneous to the 
EIS, and the department itself admitted that many problems are not 
resolved. 



The employee in question was not discharged; he was 
reassigned to another position because he committed 
security infractions. DOE has since initiated a 
policy of open distribution of these daily memos. 



Before the lawsuit was filed, DOE informed the 
Energy Research Foundation of its intent to prepare 
an EIS on reactor operation. On July 9, 1990, the 
Federal District Court in the District of Columbia 
dismissed the lawsuit without prejudice. Also, 
please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 
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Now I'm no scientist. When I read in your report that "excess 
cancer fatality in the population within 80 kilometers would be 
8.8 x 10 per year," I had to call somebody to ask if that's a lot 
or a little. When I found out it's a little, scientifically 
speaking, I thought there's no such thing as a little, personally 
speaking. When all the figures are in and checked by objective 
sources outside the Department of Energy or Westinghouse, even if 
the increase is statistically small, is it worth it? Let's go back 
to your word; significant, which you applied in a mere statistical 
sense, to the problems of an area, state, or an entire 
civilization. What is really significant is people, individuals, 
and in this case, avoiding preventable human tragedy. If even one 
person gets cancer because of what happens at the Savannah River 
Plant, it is significant and detectable. If my sister or my child 
or I get cancer, its not slight, or statistically insignificant to 
me. It kills. 

It doesn't take a scientific mind to realize that there are 
many risks here - small as they appear in DOE reports, or large as 
they loom in my imagination. There are risks not only to health, 
but to life and the earth itself. We know this because we have seen 
the tragic consequences, most obviously at Three Mile Island and 
Chernobyl. One risk, for example, is the cooling tower for the 
K-reactor, which is not up to the Clean Air Act thermal discharge 
standards. What menace is so powerful, so great, that Westinghouse 
is willing to utterly disregard the standards - your own report says 
the new cooling tower won't be finished until January 1993 - to 
continue the production of tritium and plutonium? Thirty years ago, 
the answer to that question was clear, and of course the risks were 
much less obvious. The big brown Bear was stalking the globe, and 
we believed it had to be kept at bay. It was patriotic, noble, and 
very lucrative to work at SRP. 

But now the bear is faltering, and bargaining for peaceful 
coexistence. All over the world walls are crumbling, and the cry of 
human freedom is being heard. The people of South Carolina, who 
have long been known for their silent acquiescence or their support 
of what they've always called the Bomb Plant (no ambiguity there, 
for that, quite simply, is what it is) - these people are also 
hearing freedom's cry and they are beginning to say: "We no longer 
wish to live under the tyranny of the Bomb Plant. We don't believe 
the risks are necessary. We don't want those reactors restarted, 



Please see the responses to Comments C-13-01 and 
C-13-02 on health risk. 



Please see the responses to Comments C-14-02 and 
C-34-05 on Chernobyl and severe accident risks. 



DOE may operate under a Consent Order (84-4-W) from 
the South Carolina Department of Health and 
Environmental Control. DOE is expediting the 
construction of the cooling tower. Section 5.2.5 of 
the EIS contains information on compliance with 
water-quality requirements. 
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nor do we want any new ones built. We want an Environmental Impact 
Statement that says clearly and definitively: the SRP environment 
is being improved becuase we are putting our efforts, our talent, 
and our patriotism into cleaning up the mess we've made." 

Haureen Nery 
2 Trent Drive 
Taylors, S.C. 29687 
June 5, 1990 
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• Tranaponation Safeguards Division reported 
thai * DOE convoy m followed ind photo- 
graphed (by annnuclear activists) in Texas and 
Oklahoma on March 8. Vehicles following con- 
v«¥ displayed >ipu that read NUCLEAH BOMB ON 
BOARO. No warrants out on vehicles. 



• Management Support Divisions annual safe- 
ituards and security survey indicate a shortage of 
classified parti a( (he Albuquerque Microelec- 
tronics OperatMin. Custodian aware at problem 
,.nce July 1989. 

• Westinghuuse Savannah River Company [in 
Aiken. South Carolinal issued a nonconfor- 
mance report when it discovered that seismic 
support U- bolts were milling rrom supplemen- 
tary safety lystem infection linn at L-Reactot. 

• OOE/OSHA inspectors iound three energized 
bare wirei in Buildin| 105 at P- Reactor [at Wei- 
tinghouse Savannah | . Classified u imminent 
danger and wires made safe, [nvetniation 

ongoing. 

• A subcontractor emplovee. while being es- 
coned to (top wcuniyl Building 3)2 ai Law- 
rence Uvermore National Laboratory to repair 
transfer switches, was denied admaaton when 
routine survey by eipknivej-iramed sniffer dog 
detected Speed Loader with six live rounds of 
ammunition tor 357 magnum (no gun) and 
traces of marijuana in vehicle. 

• Fire m weapons-cleaning trailer H Haniord 
rVrol Training Facilities (in Haniord. Wash- 
ington! reported March P. Caused by ouiftr flu- 
orescent light ballast. No injuries; trailer a 
complete loa; remediation under way. 




Fnm ftjnch. 



• Rocky Ran security inspector wai arrested 
March 1 1 in Aurora. Colorado, on suspicion of 
burglary, assault, and rape. Employee suspend- 
ed; badge tn he confiscated. 



MOTIVATING TOOLS 



From a lei of pompWetJ tW art inirrted in rrnpluj- 

tuts m the United 1 Suttei The imtti art puNisJied 
by TV Econonuci Press in Fairfield. New fcnej. 

Be J Fait Starter 

If something has m he June, WHY NOT 

Nowr 

If something can be improved. THE SOON- 
ER THE BETTER! 

If something should he corrected. LETS 
TACKLE IT TODAY! 

No matter how intelligent or able you may 
be. rf you don't have a ien>e of urgency, nam it 
the rime to start developing it The world ii full 
of very competent people who honestly intend 
to do things tomorrow, or at nam as they net 
around to them. Their accomplishments, how- 
ever, seldom match those of leu talented people 
who are bleued with a sense of rhe importance 
of getting started now Learn to he a fur starter. 
fou'll get a lot more done. 

Your «bm Afftai Profui 

Many job-holders don't see how their every- 
day work affects profits. At times you may even 
feel that way yourseli Yout |ob may seem far 
removed, ot it may seem that profit is some- 
thing handled by people in the accounting 
department. 

That isn't so. The plain fact a that every- 
body! "ock affects profits. For dimple, are you 
careful and economical in your use of materials. 
tools, equipment.' It's essential to have what 
you need to do your job: it'i equally essential 
that you don't waste things |ust because they 
happen to be easily available. Imagine the drain 
on profit if everyone decided ro build up his >ir 
her own personal srncknmm. Even pencils and 
paper clips cost something. All .if us have to Jo 
our share. No company can iinw rmHiey on 
trees. 

PLrj ui Wai Entry Day 

Dues it occasionally irritate viu [hat ynwcm- 
pluyerkeepuniurinsion better work, greater ef- 
ficiency, and hetter service to the- customer? 
Actually, it isn't your employe! who demand) 
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MS. HURST: My name is Charlice Hurst, and I am a member of 
YELLE, Young Environmentalists for a Living and Loving Earth. 

This morning, I heard several people mention that this is not 
their first hearing, but in fact, they have been here two and three 
times before. My question is, where were your ears the first couple 
of times? Did you not listen, or did you just care about what was 
heard here? In a couple of years, I will receive my voting rights. 
Supposedly, that will be the time when I will be an active member of 
this system of democracy. But I am starting to wonder if that has 
any significance whatsoever. Right now, I am protesting and 
fighting the politicians so that when I am 18, I can see how the 
elected politicians and then protest and fight them. 

It makes no sense. I think that this scenario is being played 
over and over, where the people talk and the so-called leaders 
pretend to listen. I look forward to the day when our words are not 
wasted, our votes are not misused, and our elected officials act in 
our best interests, not in the best interests of the profit margin. 

To make it worth my while to go down and register in two years, 
I am going to have to start seeing some of those basic values 
concerning humanity in the American political system. The most 
commonly-used excuse that I hear for the restart of the Savannah 
River plant site reactors is that we need the weapons to protect 
democracy in the western hemisphere. But let me tell you that the 
insistence of the government on acting against the well-being of the 
people will be enough to send democracy tumbling down around us. 
The less you pay heed to our voices, the more democracy crumbles, 
and all you are left with is your corporations, radiation, and 
impending self-annihilation. 

I intend to have a future. In this future, I intend to have 
children; not soon, but years down the line. Leave them a world. I 
hate to think of what they will have if the Savannah River Plant is 
reopened and nuclear bombs continue to be manufactured. Just the 
other day, my mother told about when there was no color TV; I can 
see having to tell my kids about the days when people were not 
phosphorescent. And it is not just me. Your children will want 



Previous speakers evidently referred to scoping 
meetings on the EIS, which were held in April 1989. 
The Draft EIS addressed the concerns expressed at 
those hearings.- Further, DOE is required by law to 
consider all substantive comments on the EIS in its 
preparation of the final EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C-37-01. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



Ill U"-W- ITM' 1 . 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 



n 
t 



children too, and they will be no better off than I am. They have 
no shield around them. 

If the destruction continues, there will be no distinguishing 
between politicians and protesters, socialists and capitalists, 
communists and democrats. Notice that the Cold War is over, but 
there is still no cure for cancer. I know that you are afraid that 
your political system will topple, but there are those of us who 
fear much more. Lend us your ear, maybe you will understand. 
Hopefully, politicking has not bled you of all humanity. 
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Hy name is Claude Gilbert. I am a native of South Carolina. I 
am speaking as a taxpayer, businessman, family man; and I have done 
this before. 

DOE has got to be redirected away from the New Production 
Reactor and toward cleanup. Tonight, we are hearing all the facts. 
I challenge every one of you to read up on this. It is scarier than 
any horror story that you could ever read, and it is true. I just 
wish our elected officials — where is our real Governor tonight? 
And Mr. President, how did we get in this mess? 

I am sorry DOE, you have no credibility with the citizens of 
South Carolina. I am also speaking for citizens of Georgia and 
Florida who are going to be affected by the operations at SRP. You 
have to be held accountable for the damage. I understand that 
Westinghouse does not want to be held accountable for any problems 
there. When there are fines, the taxpayers pay the fines. And they 
say that they cannot operate the plant if they have to be held 
accountable for their actions. That does not quite make sense. 

DOE has 40 years of lies- Maybe some of you remember "duck and 
cover"; that used to be the way to help yourself in case of nuclear 
attack. Also, one of their favorites is "at no time is the public 

in danger." 

I would also like to talk about the impact. I would like to 
talk about jobs at SRP, and let us talk about jobs lost. The 
tourism industry is not real big in Chernobyl right now. 

And you can imagine the frenzy that this state went through during 
Hurricane Hugo. If there is an accident at SRP, it really is going 
to be a problem, not just tourism, but our peaches will not be 
growing so well, either. 

That is why they probably call Georgia "the peach state," even 
though we make more of them. 

There is also a lot of concern and a lot of citizens feel 
helpless about what to do. About the only thing that a private 



This EIS is directed toward the continued operation 
f K-, L-, and P-Reactors at SRS; the MPR is the 
subject of a separate EIS. 



Section 3.2.5 of the EIS discusses the socioeconomic 
impacts of the proposed action and its alternatives. 
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C-38-03 
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C-38-04 



citizen can do now is to boycott the 50 nuclear weapons 
manufacturers. That is the only positive thing that you can do, and 
probably the only thing that you will get a reaction from. 

Earlier, you mentioned space missions and the plutonium. I 
know that I do have the name of the rocket; I do know that NASA did 
shoot 49 pounds of plutonium into the air several months ago, and 
after it went up, after protesting and all, they released a 
statement saying that they could have used solar power, but they 
used the plutonium instead, at great risk to everyone on the planet. 

You also mentioned cold standby. I am somewhat concerned about 
decommissioning. I think that you all have a problem in that area 
because you all do not seem to want to talk about it. I know that a 
small reactor has been decommissioned, but you never decommissioned 
one the size of the nuclear reactors at SRP. 

Lastly, I would just like to say that I am on the record as 
against the restart of the reactors. Please clean up the mess that 
you have already made. And I am sorry that you all gave 
Westinghouse seven million dollars today for doing a good job. I 
also want to thank the environmental groups that did this so that we 
could talk today. Thank you. 



DOE will decontaminate and decommission its 
facilities at the appropriate time (i.e., at the end 
of useful technical service life). 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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C-39 



STATEMENT OF WILLIAM STARNES 



C-39-01 



o 
i 



MR. STARNES: My name is William H. Starnes, and I live in the 
northeast direction of all this contamination. Let us stick to the 
placement of the plant, and all this other stuff can be covered 
"later. I am concerned about all the strontium-90 and plutonium-239 
that is released to the atmosphere. And when you get out there and 
make a communique about the releases, you always refer it being by 
comparing it to an X-ray. That is just like if you were standing in 
a clay pit, and I come up and hit you on the head with a clay dump, 
and I would say, "Well, I hit him with less than background." 

I am concerned about the cavities out there in the ground. I 
believe that 105-R was built over, and it was taken out of service 
because of that, because they had to pour in the fill with 
concrete. And also, these settling basins that they have out there 

— I was the one who put the dye in the systems and found out that 
it was going to dump the contamination and radiation into Three One 
Creek, so, they built the settling basins. 

All that contamination out there, and all this contamination 
went into the bare ground, untold curies, and there have been 
breakthroughs out there of the B-line, where they produce plutonium 

— not plutonium-240, not plutonium-239. You can take that dot of 
graphite and scrape it off and put it on an electrical balance, and 
put that much pi u ton i urn as that graphite dot, there. That is enough 
for 2,400 people to have a body burning. 

And I am worried about the area where you have got your waste 
tanks, and all the cavities that you had to fill in around them. I 
want that checked out. And it is in a seismic area. And I know 
that the cracking of the stainless steel — every one of those 
24-inch valves that went through all those reactors, I devised and I 
cleaned them — decontaminated so as to save the government money. 

That area is so obsolete, and you are putting out a lot of 
contamination, and you are not letting all these people know about 
it. And I do not know why the media is letting you all get away 
with it. I can give you chapter and verse, but I want you to 
address out there, the earthquake area and all the contamination 
that is coming right over. And when you get a release, you run down 



Sections 4.1.2.1, 4.1.2.2, and 4.1.2.6 of the EIS 
discuss atmospheric releases and their health 
effects to workers and the offsite population. 
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to OLA, as you know that according to the Department of Agriculture, 
the predominant wind has always been from the southwest to the 
northeast. Do not go way down to Charleston or down below there to 
look for something, when you ought to be coming there around where I 
live. 

I think that you have done a shoddy job of letting us know 
C-39-02 information, and you have kept it hidden. I do not know what the Please see the response to Comment C-35-06 on 

heck is coming to the citizens here when anybody who is working environmental monitoring reports, effects on human 

there — they do not live downwind, they will not move over to health, and the availability of the reports to the 

Aiken, out of the wind pattern. And you build everything over it. public. 

If you are going to operate it, let us know what the heck the dpm 

per milliter, and let us make the darn thing, and tell everything 

like it is. And as far as the half-lifes of some of these isotopes 

out there, you know good and well that you do not need all that 

stuff. 
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C-40 



STATEMENT OF DONNA WRIGHT 
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£ C-40-01 



MS. WRIGHT: My name is Donna Wright, and I am a counselor in 
the public schools of South Carolina. I have spoken before. I am 
not sure that I understand everything that he was saying, but I do 

know that I agree with everything that he said. 

There are many of us who speak of peace and rejoice because of 
the end of the Cold War. There are a lot of people who are still 
talking though about building bombs. It must be very, very 
confusing to the children who are growing up in South Carolina. It 
must be confusing to the other countries when they are looking at 
us, talking of peace and this type of thing, but ready to start 
building more bombs. 

For the last few years, I have read everything that I could get 
my hands on and watched everything that I could see that pertained 
to the Savannah River Plant, the safety there, tritium, restarting 
the reactors, Chernobyl. And based on everything that I have read 
and everything that I have seen, I am still not convinced that this 
is the proper thing to do. In fact, I am not convinced at all. I 
am convinced that the country that I love is willing to sacrifice 
the state that I love. It is just real evident to me that they are 
willing to do that. I do not understand that. From all my 
research, I do believe that it is possible that South Carolina could 
be the next Chernobyl . 



It seems like in South Carolina, it 
give up our lives and the children here h 
when they are young because of decisions, 
are made in a place as far away as Wash in 
our state. In all sincerity, I would lik 
and from the deepest of my heart, please 
in South Carolina. We love our children, 
not play with our lives like we are pawns 
you. 



is possible that we have to 
ave to give up their lives 

unnecessary decisions that 

gton, D.C. that pertain to 

e to ask that you consider, 

do not play with our lives 

we love our friends; do 

on a chessboard. Thank 



Please see the responses to Comments C-OI-01 on the 
need for tritium and C-14-02 on Chernobyl. The need 
for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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STATEMENT OF ELAINE FRICK 
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C-41 -01 



C-41 -02 



When I first picked up the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
I immediately went to the section "Purpose and Need for the Proposed 
Action". 

I flipped back to Appendix A, "Need for Material" and found an 
almost blank page — "classified information" it announced. 

How can we discuss this issue if I don't have the facts? Must I 
take for granted the statement that if reactors K, L, and P were put 
in cold standby "material production requirements would not be met"? 

Political alignments and defense needs can change overnight — 
witness the communist world's turnabout in these amazing months just 
past. I believe the perceptive minds of our societies have seen 
what even Dr. Seuss described in his children's parable "The Butter 
Battle Book." 

The story, briefly, is this: great hostility has developed 
between the Yook, and the Zooks over whether you should butter your 
bread on the tfip. or the bottom . The Zooks create a fantastic sling 
shot; in defense, the Yooks retaliate with a triple-sling jigger. 
Tensions mount in Dr. Suess style as the two sides continue to 
create ever-more-fantastic weapons systems to counteract their 
opponent's most recent creation. There's a final Yook invention by 
the boys in the back room. "They've thought up a gadget that's 
newer than new. It is filled with mysterious Moo-Lacka-Moo, and can 
blow all those Zooks clear to Salamagoo. They've invented the bitsy 
big-boy Boomeroo." But the Zooks create one too. And the book ends 
abruptly, each side perched and ready. "Who's going to drop it?" a 
young boy cries. "We'll see. We will see..." is the last reply. 

We have been, for all our modern technology, all our 
environmental analyses, all our classified production projections, 
no wiser than the Yooks and the Zooks. Every word in this 
Environmental Impact Statement presupposes a need to continue not 
only to hold a nuclear holocaust threat over the heads of our planet 
but to hold a nuclear contamination threat over the citizens of 
South Carolina. Where is our civilization's wisdom? 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-02 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 
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This classified Appendix A is based on outdated 1989 projections 
made before many of the recent historic cuts; projections made 
before the agreement in the last few days of a cut by 30 percent of 
our strategic arsenals. 

The environmental impact statement says that, "The primary use 
of nuclear materials in defense programs is in building and 
maintaining the nation's stockpile of nuclear weapons." 

Friends, our world is no longer in the self-destructive era of 
bui IdJng nuclear weapons; our world is no longer in the fatalistic 
era of maintaining nuclear weapons. To the credit of our culture 
and history, our world is now in an era of scrapping plans for 
production of new weapons and defusing the bombs we already have. 

David Albright of the Federation of American Scientists 
estimates that there is sufficient tritium to meet the requirements 
of 3,000 warheads for 35 years or 1,000 warheads for 50 years. 

If there is a need for tritium and plutoniun 238 for non-weapons 
purposes, we should accelerate the development and construction of 
newer, better designed reactors; we must not crank up again the 
aging, 40-year-old reactors that are far past their prime and ready 
for mothballs. We don't need to continue operating this huge 
facility for the small amounts needed for non-weapons purposes. 

What we must do is this: maintain the reactors in cold standby, 
keeping employed those needed to maintain the facility and to clean 
up the areas already contaminated. 

Then we will have done better than the Yooks and the Zooks by 
wising up and putting down our fists full of bombs, by putting in 
cold standby our production reactors. 

Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment C— 1—01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Please see the responses to Comment C-03-04 on cold 
standby and Comment C-05-03 on waste management and 
envi ronmental restorati on . 



Elaine Frick 

2921 Oceola Street 

Columbia, SC 29205 
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C-42 STATEMENT OF TOM SUMMER 

MR. SUMMER: My name is Tom Summer. I am a United Methodist 
minister and a lifelong citizen of South Carolina, having grown up 
near the beautiful banks of the Edisto River, about 55 or 60 miles 
east of the so-called bomb plant. 

C-42-01 In struggling through the very massive document that you Comments noted, 

produced, I have come up with several general reactions and 
impressions that come more out of passion and anger. One is the 
whole realm of feelings that get generated by not only me, but as I 
hear speakers who come up to this microphone, and the variety of 
speakers who come up before these various hearings, to me, they 
speak very clearly to the fact that the bubble has burst, that the 
insanity that has guided this nation for well 40 to 50 years in 
terms of a trek toward death is senseless; the dream has ended. It 

| J is as if we are spending all of our money, even risking our lives 

J^J toward pumping up those three dinosaurs that are over there. 



When will the Department of Energy wake up to the fact that 
there are encroaching networks, people with hands reaching out to 
one another throughout this nation — as we are hearing tonight — 
groups throughout this country that are saying, "It's over." 

This past summer, I had the opportunity of being invited to an 
international conference near Prague, Czechoslovakia, where were 
gathered about 40 people representing the field of pastoral care, a 
variety of clergy from eastern Europe, western Europe, Worth America 
and some of the developing nations. To the very person, those 
people were looking over the shoulder of DOE, wondering, "When will 
DOE wake up? Why is it that this nation, resting on a great deal of 
money, wealth and power, is still continuing the trek toward death?" 

I also had the opportunity to visit Terisin, one of the 
concentration camps during the Second World War — perhaps, many of 
you have been through there on visits. It was a chilling visit to 
walk through those chambers, to see where hundreds of people were 
wiped out. As I remember my history of hearing about the bomb plant 
developing, and as there once was an Ellington that mysteriously 
developed into a new Ellington, I get chilled to think about those 
three Terisins over there, resting on the beautiful banks of the 
Savannah River. 
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The dream is over. And when will DOE really listen and dialogue 
with the kinds of words and passions coming from citizenry 
throughout this state and this nation? 

The second reaction that I had when plowing through this very 
massive document is that, to me, it seems as if the statistical 
gymnastics that are resident there are awfully misleading and 
misguiding; they may be statistically accurate, but who knows? I am 
not a physicist. But I think that it is part of the cloak of 
secrecy to put out such a document where, generally, the populace 
cannot really, in availability, grasp with simplicity, the deathly 
meanings behind some of those statistics. I would encourage the DOE 
to put out a document that is more humane, more passionate, more in 
touch and in contact with the networks of people who are saying, 
"Let's talk." 

Finally, one reaction in plowing through this document was, 
again, the awareness of several passions that are in me and that I 
am sure might be in other people. One is the growing of tomatoes. 
It is very beautiful soil that we have. Another is the attempt to 
nurture children, and perhaps, my children's grandchildren. I find 
that what you are continuing to do in terms of even suggesting the 
option of restarting these dinosaurs, these death chambers, 
threatens so vitally the ecological web of life, that I get very, 
very angry as a person living on this earth at this time in history, 
thinking that somehow there will no longer be tomatoes, no longer 
might there be children or grandchildren, or grandchildren of 
grandchildren. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 
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C-43 STATEMENT OF MR. MATTHEW BREEDEN 

C-43-01 KB. BREEDEN: My name is Matthew Breeden. It is so ridiculous The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 

to think they you pay to die — tax money. I do not think that the this EIS. 
reactors were ever needed in the first place. They say that the 
nuclear weapons keep peace, but that is not peace; it is fear. 
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STATEMENT OF ERVIN WAGNER 
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MR. WAGNER: My name is Ervin Wagner. This morning, when I woke 
up, I had not planned on coming here, but, laying in bed before I 
got up, I thought about it and decided that I would. 

I will tell you a little bit about who I am, and then, I will 
tell you why I came here. I started out as a 17-year-old in joining 
the Army National Guard before the Korean War started, and stayed in 
for nine years. Then, I went into the U.S. Air Force, trained, and 
was a pilot for eight years before I became disabled and was forced 
to retire earlier than expected. 

I will comment about your Environmental Impact Statement from 
the DOE in that your feet have been held to the fire, and I am going 
to urge you folks not to make any more dumb mistakes as might have 
been done in the past, or do not even make any smart mistakes. We 
cannot afford it. 

I want to say that as a National Guardsman, I was well trained, 
and I learned well what it took to survive in the case of war. Now, 
who wants war? Not me; especially, not me. But, I wound up as an 
Air Force pilot in a war. I took an oath to our Constitution, to 
our flag, to our country, and to you that I would stand and guard 
you and your liberties so that you could come to this meeting and 
tell your government officials what you think. Now, unfortunately, 
I am going to say this: Some of you do not know what you are 
talking about. So, I am going to sort of briefly go over my life 
experiences and point out a few things to you. 

As I said, as an Army-trained enlisted man, I learned what it 
took to survive on the battlefield. I am not the only one; maybe, 
some of you did, too. But I did know a great many individuals, and 
some of my friends are in the ground now because of their service 
and their oath. I went into the U.S. Air Force, was trained as a 
pilot, and I learned about nuclear weapons. I obtained clearances, 
and I handled nuclear weapons for a number of years in a number of 
different positions. And I know what nuclear weapons are all about, 
as do most other Air Force officers and many others. 

But I want to say this: As part of my travels, flying transport 
planes all over the world, before and during the Vietnam conflict, I 



Comments noted. 
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passed over a few places that I want to remind you of. And I will 
start with Pearl Harbor, and the monument to the Arizona and 1,000 
sailors laying in the water. There is one reason why those sailors 
are in that water, and that is because an awful lot of isolationists 
in 1939, 1940 and 1941 did not want to believe that we could get in 
a war. The Japanese believed it, the Germans believed it; we did 
not. We paid a horrible, horrible price. And let me tell you 
something: If you think nuclear death is bad, you ought to ask 
those sailors on the Arizona what it is like to blow up or to feel a 
machine gun bullet going through your guts, or any other way that 
you can die on the battle field, whether you are a military man or 
an innocent civilian. 

One of the next places that I flew over was Corregidor and 
Bataan. We lost a lot of good lives there. We lost them because we 
were not prepared to stand up for rights, and those bodies are still 
in the ground, and they can never come back. 

•^ We suffered that defeat because we were not prepared; we did not 

lJ have enough Navy, we did not have good enough fighter planes to go 

against the zeroes to protect the troops on the ground. Those poor 
troops on the ground were defending Corregidor and Bataan with 
60-year-old Navy guns built and installed to protect ships instead 
of airplanes. And they had been warned by General Billy Mitchell 
and others what to expect, who the enemy was going to be in just 
about the year that they were going to have to fight, and they did 
not do anything about it. 

Forty years — I am sorry — 50 years ago, today, there is a 
place called Dunkirk that was a hellhole for the British Army. And 
the French survivors of the Nazi Blitzkrieg, 300,000 British 
soldiers, were evacuated at great cost, something like 60,000 or 
80,000 British troops died so that 300,000 could live, but they left 
Dunkirk with not even a bullet in their pockets, much less a 
weapon. And for five or six months, England was totally disarmed, 
except for RAF and the Royal Navy. The Battle of Britain nearly 
took out the RAF; they were not prepared because they had people who 
did not want to believe that Hitler meant war. Now, because we were 
not prepared as the United States, as Britain, as France, something 
like 100 million people died in that war, and made Russia what it is 
today: our nemesis. 
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I have studied the Russian language a little bit. One of my 
best friends is a Russian translator. He used to work for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff as the Chief Russian Translator. He did some 
sensitive operations in Soviet Russia and North Vietnam. He is in 
the hospital now as a disabled veteran, being treated for a 
nonrelated cause. Many of my friends are still in VA hospitals, in 
and out, being treated for the sacrifices that they made to make you 
free tonight. 

The reason that I bring up that point is to tell you this: I am a 
disabled veteran myself, as of 23 years ago. And 23 years ago, now, 
I just concluded a series of treatments, and I received something 
like seven million milligrams of radiation through my body. And I 
am here today to tell you that there are some things worse than 
radiation, and that is being dead. And I will tell you something: 
If you think that the Russian Bear has been disarmed and does not 

have teeth, you are wrong. They are not stopping, they are not 

1 undoing what they have done. They are ready. The only thing is 

2 that we are too big and too bad for them. And if we do not maintain 
ro our strength and our powers to render them helpless, they will 

render us helpless, and you ain't seen nothing yet until you get 
sent off to Siberia or the Chinese rice paddies. So, listen to me: 
There are worse things as radiation, as undesirable as it might be. 
And there is a worse thing than being frustrated, and I can tell you 
what it is: to be either a slave or dead. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF BOB HALLMAN 
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C-45-01 



MR. HALLMAN: My name is Bob Hallman. I initially came here 
today to listen and had hoped to get some written comments to you by 
the 25th, but, having listened to some of the speakers here and the 
gentlemen who just came up, I would like to join the minister who, I 
think, somewhat out of context, was maybe being a minister and was 
trying to say how angry he is. 

And I think that what I feel here today. I just feel pure anger 
that we, as a society, sort of get into your game a little bit. And 
I realize that it is not you as individuals, but you perpetuate 
this; you are part of it. And that is, that we can sit in a 
situation like this and talk with a lack of compassion, lack of 
emotion, maybe, is what I am trying to say, about such a horrifying 
situation. And while I respect the gentleman who was up here a 
minute ago, his right to make the comments, we are not talking about 
radiation — we are talking about the moral fiber of our country, 
which is dying by a system that will allow corporate profit — we 
are not talking about national security; we are talking about 
corporations making huge amounts of money by continuing to build 
these bombs. And it is those people and the corporate system in our 
society that are strangling us as a people. 

And I think that while some people have said that we have heard 
people who have been here before, and they are not being heard, what 
you are seeing here today that you have not seen before is that 
children are coming forward. And something that I have been just 
exactly proud of is that the young people are coining out, and they 
are growing in numbers, whether it was when Bush was here, the 
people were there to protest him. The young people are coming out; 
our children are going to start speaking up and saying to our 
government, "We are not going to stand it any longer." 

And I guess what I would like to say is that I do not feel 
relaxed about this; I feel very angry about it. And I just hope 
that more people will begin to come out. The draft EIS that you 
sent, I attempted to go through it, but it is one of those kinds of 
documents that I think just by its pure size and its gobbledygook, 
it immediately sets the average person off so that he is not going 
to attempt to get through it. I think that that is for experts, but 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 
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this is no longer an expert issue; this is a people issue; this is 
an issue which we ask our government to be humane to its people and 
stop allowing corporate profits to control our country and allow us 
to have the kind of world that we say our values, our democracy, our 
equality, our justice speak to. There is no justice or equality in 
the way the system is run at this time, and I am on record as being 
against it, I am on record as being angry about the way that you 
treat the issue; do not start these plants up again. Thank you. 
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C-46 STATEMENT OF SARA SCHECHTER-SCHOEMAN 

1502 Hagood Ave. 
Columbia, S.C. 29205 

I have lived in South Carolina for 15 years and I am raising my 
family here. This is only the second time I have felt strongly 
enough about an issue to speak out publicly. Even if I were to 
agree with the government's assessment of the need for additional 
production of tritium and plutonium, I think it would be very risky 
to restart the reactors at the Savannah River Site until the Defense 
Nuclear Safety Board has resolved all the open issues now facing the 
site. 

The issues raised recently by the federal government's own 
General Accounting Office include the following: 

" C-46-01 1. A July 1988 GAO report stated that the proposed nuclear safety Please see the response to Comment C-05-04 on the 
£J advisory committee "does not meet our recommendations for DNFSB. Section 2.1.3 of the EIS discusses external 

<-n establishing independent oversight of DOE's nuclear facilities. oversight. 

It appears that the committee is not an independent organization 

and does not have clear authority to require DOE to address its 

findings and recommendations. In addition, it is unclear to 

what extent such findings and recommendations will be made 

available to the public." 

2. An October 23, 1989 GAO report specifically on the SRS found 
that "inadequate quality assurance procedures both at the 
manufacturing facility and at the reactor caused problems" 
leading to the use of incorrect materials at the plant. As the 
GAO technical experts stated, "the quality assurance problem is 
another in a series of incidents at Savannah River pointing out 
poor internal controls and management inattention to safety." 

3. A December 20, 1989 GAO report stated that "since its beginning 
in 1981, DOE's Unusual Occurrence Reporting program has provided 
an incomplete picture of unusual reactor-related events at the 
SRS." Between 1982 and 1987, only 39% of the occurrences that 
should have been reported to DOE were. The GAO found that this 
was due to inadequate oversight of contractor operations by the 
Savannah River Operations Office. While the GAO stated that the 
Office was trying to improve oversight, they found that more 
needs to be done. 
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C-46-02 



C-46-03 



4. The next week the GAO issued a report pointing out how 
inadequate earthquake protection at the SRS is. 

5. On March 2 of this year, the GAO referred to its previous 
testimony on "serious problems at the nuclear weapons complex 
and the staggering cost to address them." The GAO then stated 
that the situation is no better in 1990. According to the GAO 
"widespread environmental contamination exists at many DOE sites 
and the full extent of the environmental problems remains 
unknown. The GAO then estimated that it could cost up to $155 
billion to address the existing environmental problems at 
defense nuclear sites. 

6. And most recently, on March 28, the GAO issued a report entitled 
"Nuclear Health and Safety: Need for Improved Responsiveness to 
Problems at DOE Sites". In this report the GAO found that as of 
January 1990, DOE computer data showed over 1,700 safety and 
health problems and almost 1,300 environmental problems." 
According to the GAO, "the majority of these problems have not 
yet been corrected." 

Skimming these reports, it's not surprising that Secretary of 
Energy Wat kins referred to the defense nuclear facilities as a 
"Sword of Damocles." This sword is not hanging over him, but over 
me, my children, and the rest of us who live in the vicinity of the 
reactor. 

The DOE in its draft environmental impact statement concludes 
that there is a continuing need for the production of tritium and 
plutonium to assure the defense of the United States. This does not 
take into account the unprecedented changes in east-west relations 
which have occurred just in the past year. Renewed nuclear weapons 
production seems a misguided priority. 

In the last two decades, the federal government's funding of 
education has declined significantly. Several so-called "Third 
World" nations have lower infant mortality rates and longer life 
expectancy does the U.S. The federal program providing food to 
impoverished infants and mothers has been cut back. The phenomenon 
of homeless families is incomprehensible to many nations poorer than 
we. The U.S. is no longer technologically competitive with Japan. 
Our deficit and balance of trade situations worsen every year. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-02 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials and the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 
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The route to real security and real defense of our way of life 
is not through increasing our atomic arsenal, but rather through 
using our resources to adequately feed, house, and educate our 
people, and to use our technological know-how to clean up the 
C-46-04 environmental mess we are in and create a healthy environment in 
which our children can thrive. 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF MITCHELL JAY WOLIN, MD 
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Assistant Professor of Ophthalmology University of South Carolina 

1. Given the remarkable change of atmosphere in the "cold war", it 
is highly doubtful that the previously determined "National Security 
Needs" are still applicable. Rather, I think that the actual need 
for nuclear weaponry has markedly decreased. The need for 
restarting SRP is no longer present. 

2. The real dangers of the plant are definitely great. 
Contamination and leakage, as well as thermal threats, are real and 
clearly hazardous. South Carolina is being chosen to bear the brunt 
of this because we are a politically weak State. 

3. The weighing of pros and cons clearly shows that the reactors at 
SRP should not be restarted. 

Thank you. 

Mitchell Jay Wolin, MD 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-02 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. The need for 
nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C-28-01 on 
envi ronmental i mpacts . 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



C-48 



Comment 



Response 



STATEMENT OF CATHERINE COLEMAN 
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MS. COLEMAN: All right. My name is Catherine Coleman. I am a 
doctoral student at the University of South Carolina in school 
psychology. I am also Co-Chairwoman of the World Summit for 
Children Candlelight Vigil that we have here in Columbia, South 
Carolina on September 23. 

I am here to express that I think that the Savannah River Plant 
is a distortion of humanity's purpose on earth. If there ever was a 
time when nuclear power was necessary for life, that time has 
passed. The Russians no longer are our enemy; therefore, the 
Savannah River Plant is an overkill, a waste, a waste of money that 
is desperately needed by the 40,000 children who die preventable 
deaths annually in the United States. I want everyone who thinks 
that the reopening of the Savannah River Plant is a pouring of money 
down a worthless hole to come with me and to say that we want the 
first priority of this country to be children, and not nuclear arms, 
and against the reopening of the Savannah River power Plant. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Please see the responses to Comment C-20-02 on 
reopening SRS. 
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C-49-02 



C-49-03 



C-49-04 



MS. ROSSER: I am Megan Rosser, and I represent YELLE, Young 
Environmentalists for a Living and Loving Earth. And lately, these 
last few weeks, since I got home from my first year at college, I 
have been involved in a number of activities protesting the 
reopening of the Savannah River Plant. And a lot of people say 
about protesters, "You have no respect, you are un-American." But I 
would not be doing it if I did not care very much about America and 
care very much about our state. 

Since the 1950s, the Savannah River Plant has been producing 
plutonium and tritium, ingredients for nuclear weapons. This plant 
has never produced electricity; only ingredients for bombs. This is 
the only plant left in the entire United States which still produces 
these ingredients. 

Meanwhile, the plant was disposing of their radioactive wastes 
in cardboard boxes piled high in open ditches. The radioactive 
waste is in such close proximity to farmland and groundwater that it 
is not hard to see how easily our crops and drinking water could be 
contaminated. 



In addition to these risks are the ever-present risks of nucl. 
:cidents. This last fall, Hurricane Hugo dealt the entire state 



I ear 
accidents. This last tall, Hurricane Hugo dealt the entire state of 
South Carolina a severe blow. Now, more than ever, we need to be 
pouring money into rebuilding our state, not pouring money into a 
bomb plant which threatens the health of our state. 



Two main reasons always given for the existence of SRP are 
recreation of jobs and defense against communists. All my life, I 
have been told by the media, schools and our politicians to fear the 
Soviets, to fear communism. This is used to justify the massive 
production of nuclear wastes. Well, I think that we have something 



Please see the response to Comment C -20-02 on 
continued operation. 



Please see the response to Comment C— 01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. The 
need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this 
EIS. 



SRS conducts all radioactive 
accordance with EPA and DOE 
described in Sections 2.1, 3 
EIS. The quantities of radi 
past burials of such wastes 
public health. These wastes 
plans for remediation are in 
development and implementati 
response to Comment C -05-03 
envi ronmental restoration. 



waste disposal in 
requirements, as 
.8, and 4.1.6 of the 
onuclides released from 
do not pose a threat to 

are being monitored; 

various stages of 
on. Please see the 
on waste management and 



DOE discusses the risk of reactor accidents in 
Section 4.1.3 of the EIS. 
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a lot scarier to fear than the Russians. What about the thought of 
a state where most children are born deformed or sterile, a state 
where food and water are radioactive? These things scare me a 
little bit more than communism. I am afraid for my future and the 
future of my grandchildren and their children. Just last night, I 
was listening to the evening news, and I heard Gorbachev say that 
the Cold War has finally ended. Yet, even in light of this, 
Americans are still taught that we need nuclear weapons for defense 
against the U.S.S.R. 

We are still being taught to fear, and it is definitely in the 
best interest of big business to keep the public paranoid. Our fear 
lines the pockets of Westinghouse; it is in the best interests of 
Westinghouse to reopen SRP, but what about the people of our state? 
Do a handful of businessmen and politicians have the right to 
destroy the lives of an entire state for generations to come for 
profit? I think not. 

Political squabbles are usually short-lived, but the effects of 
radiation lasts for millions of years. It is often said in defense 
of SRP that South Carolina needs the jobs that it creates; well, I 
think that it is a sad day when being unemployed is considered worse 
than being dead of cancer. 

Anyhow, thousands of jobs could be created if the plant were 
cleaned up. There is no excuse for the ancient, unsafe reactors at 
SRP to be reactivated. The reason why it was closed down in the 
first place was because it was finally admitted that it was unsafe. 
Why repeat past mistakes and reopen? We must clean up SRP before it 
is too late. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 
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C-50 STATEMENT OF MS. WENDY SHOUGH 

MS. SHOUGH: My name is Wendy Shough, and I represent the human 
C-50-01 race, not really any organization. Comment noted. 

I did not prepare a long speech or anything. I just wanted to 
say that it is obvious to me with all the facts that the only reason 
for this is money. And if you can look at this little girl and tell 
me that money means more than her, then, I do not know what this 
country has come to. Are you happy? That is all I really want to 
say. Thank you. 
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MS. HUDSON: Thank you. My name is Helen Hudson, and I am here 
before you tonight, not as a spokesperson for any one organization, 
but simply for myself, and perhaps all those who choose to create 
life rather than to create death and destruction. This is not the 
first time that I have been here and stood before you. Since that 
first public hearing two years ago in Aiken, I have wondered what my 
reasons are for continually appearing before you. I have wondered 
if my presence and my friends' presence has made a difference, has 
been felt. I have wondered how you can sit through countless 
affirmations of hope, life and peaceful conflict-solving and 
continue to make nuclear bombs. I realize that the issue of making 
bombs is a complex one; therefore, I am not here to propose a simple 
solution. I do, however, wish to address several issues in relation 
to the proposed restart of the K-, L-, and P-Reactors. 

In reference to the Environmental Impact Statement, recent 
studies, including the OOE's SRP Tiger Team report, released April 
26, one of the many safety issues identified at the Site has yet to 
be dealt with satisfactorily. OOE's track record for correcting 
problems is poor, to say the least. Many problems are, by the OOE's 
own admission, unresolved. How can the draft EIS possibly get an 
accurate picture of operations with so many questions remaining? 

Also, I believe that that the Environmental Impact Statement 
should take recent international developments and increased 
potential for arms control agreements into account. Congress is 
moving to cut funds for weapons systems. These cuts will affect the 
need for tritium production. Does the EIS consider these changes? 

Also, in relation to the cooling tower for the K-reactors, 
without which reactor operations will violate Clean Water Act 
thermal discharge standards, and which will not be completed until 
1992. How can the DOE justify continued operation in violation of 
this requirement? It is a well-known fact that the history of the 
Savannah River Plant is a history of greed, of coverups, of lies and 
environmental contamination. That is why we are all here this 
evening. That is why I am here, because deep from my gut comes a 
very loud "no": No, I will not accept you; no, I will not accept 
your product; no, I will not accept the way you handle problems; no, 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. The need for nuclear weapons is beyond 
the scope of this EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-02 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 



Please see the response to Comment C-36-05 on the 
K-Reactor cooling tower. 
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I will not trust you; no, I will not believe in you; no, I will not 
agree that the K-, L-, and P-Reactors need to be restarted; and no, 
I will not settle back into an armchair, turn on the television, and 
forget you. As long as your presence is felt in South Carolina, you 
will feel my presence. 

Thank you for letting me speak, and I will see you again at the 
next court battle or hearing. 
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STATEMENT OF KATHY BROW 

MS. BROWN: Hy name is Kathy Brown, and I work for the South 
Carolina Wildlife Federation. Although I do not represent them, I 
hold some of their views. 

First, I want to congratulate DOE on another euphemism. Back in 
the fifties, the plant was called "the bomb plant"; then, it changed 
to "Savannah River Plant," as if they produced rivers. Then, it 
became "Savannah River Site," kind of like a natural wonder, like 
you take the kids to see the Grand Canyon. Anyhow, I thought that 
that was kind of moot. 

Anyhow, last year, I did testify in Savannah. Like a former 
speaker, the first thing that I noted on page 1 was "...What is the 
Need?" I immediately flipped to the back, last page, and there is a 
little paragraph. So, anyhow, they will not tell me what their 
definition of "need" is, but I do have a definition of "need" for 
myself, which to me is, some of the things that are happening in our 
state that we have a need to deal with. The first thing that comes 
to mind is poverty. If you look at the vital statistics in the 
local library, people living below the poverty level in our state — 
we might rank No. 9. That is one ding-dong for us: No. 9 out of 
the rankings for poverty. The second thing is crime. Federal and 
state prisoners per population, No. 4. That is pretty good. Lack 
of education: People over 25 with less than a high school degree, 
No. 6 out of the country. It is all out there. Teachers' salaries 
rank No. 34. As far as average life time in numbers of years — in 
other words, who lives the longest and who dies the soonest, we live 
the least longest. No. 49. In unwed mothers, though, No. 5. Infant 
mortality, as another speaker said, No. 2. Elderly health care: 
Half a million folks in our state are on Medicare, No. 13 in the 
country. 

When I think of these things, and I hear some speakers say that 
a greater need or a greater threat of security risk, I am often 
reminded of that caption in "The Far Side" — I am sure many of you 
read it; if you are here, you are obviously "Far Side" fans — and 
that is the fish that are outside their fish bowl, and there is a 
little fire going inside the fish bowl, and they are all sitting 
outside, going, "Phew!" And one of the turns to the other and says, 
"Of course, you know, we are now equally screwed." 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Table C-7. Public Comments and OOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



C-52-02 



i 



Comment 



Response 



So, that is how I kind of feel with the situation going on with 
human needs that are not met- We cannot even get something as 
simple as a recycling program off the ground in our state because 
people are worried that it will cost too much money. 

Yet, we spend 80 percent of our tax dollars manufacturing 
weapons. He do not need more bombs; we need to meet more real human 
needs. I am often reminded of the commercial — you have probably 
seen it — against cocaine. It says, "Cocaine makes you feel like 
you have power and mastery" — that rings a bell somewhere. You are 
supposed to know that someone is a cocaine addict when they start 
spending disproportionate amounts of money on something that brings 
them power and mastery. 

We are supposed to say, "Just Say No." DOE must go to the 
government and say, "First of all, know the 12 steps. First of all, 
you have to admit that you have a problem" — 

— and then, you have just got to say no." And the commercial ends, 
"Stop the madness." I concur that we will hardly hear that we have 
got to stop the madness, that we have got to stop the restart of 
SRP, better known as — let us call what it is — the bomb plant. 
Thank you very much. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



Table C-7. Public Consents and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 

r_a ctatcucijt nc uc ucatucd i yu\i SH A| ' n,J< - 

MS. SWALLOWS: My name is Heather Swallows, and 1 represent 
Students for the Ethical Treatment of Animals. It is an 
environmental and animal rights group out of the Irmo High School. 

I am 17 years old, and I am too young to vote, and many people 
think that people ray age and younger are too young to understand 
this. That is not true. We are the people who will feel the 
effects of this. Our future generations are the ones who will be at 
risk and who will face the huge consequences of this, if they live 
at all. As a resident South Carolinian — I have lived here all my 
life — it is frightening — the Savannah River Plant. It is 
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that you are getting radiated. You are scared to drink the water, 
o I do not like having to grow up in that. I do not want to have 

l children who have to grow up in that. 
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an extremely ironic thing. Right now, Bush and Gorbachev have had 

big talks on the complete ending of the nuclear arms of the nuclear 

arsenals, and right now, we want to restart it. I do not understand 

that. With the recent Earth Day and many people getting into the 

environmental craze, people recycling — it does not make sense to 

C-53-01 dump 200-degree water into the streams and to kill all the wildlife Section 4.1.6.4.4 discusses the cumulative impacts 

in South Carolina and Georgia. That is not right. of thermal discharges. 

I did not real 1 u n re**are a speech for this! I did not write 
anything down. That is really all that I have to say. There are so 
many things that are wrong with the restart that there is no way 
that you can state them all. I think that it is really sad that we 
have, as the young woman with her child and the young boy, Matthew 
— — it is sad that people our age have to get involved with tins, 
that we have to grow up in a society that is killing us. That is 
all I have to say. 



One thing that I did notice here, too, when I came in was the 
styrofoam cups. 
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MS. EDDINS: Hi. I am Anastasia Eddins, and it is IDEA, which 
is Irmo Direct Environment Action from Irmo High School. 

First of all, basically, the first hearing I went to for an 
environmental cause was friendly Allied Chemicals. I went in, sat 
down in a room, and I had a lot of pretty important people tell me 
that the records of all their chemical dumping were lost in a 
cardboard box in a schoolhouse. So, basically, I think that there 
is no difference here. If you cannot tell us the facts, then, 
obviously, maybe you do not really know what you are talking about. 

What we are talking about here is not some political problem; it 
is lives. It is like killing people. And I was sitting back there, 
and a man said, "You know, I agree with what they are saying, and 
they do not seem to understand." We do understand what you are 
doing, we understand what this plant gives us. The byproducts of 
this are just appalling and disgusting. I see all the executives 
sitting up here — nothing seems to affect you. I mean, if this is 
not enough, the decisions that you make today do just affect us and 
our children; they affect you and your children, and it affects 
your lives. I mean, if you sit down and look at yourselves and look 
at the decisions that you are making, it might be a little bit more 
helpful . 

The so-called ingredients SRP produces are to make a nuclear 
bomb. And these bombs are supposedly for our protection, and they 
are needed to save our lives from our big, bad enemies. And 
obviously, this is not any kind of protection; this is a kind of 
destruction. This is destroying our lives by having this plant 
here. And I have protested this plant many times, and I just really 
feel that this is a wrong in society. This is not just talking 
about an environmental need; it just kills wildlife, plant life, and 
it kills human lives. Like I said, it is pretty appalling and 
disgusting, and I think that many people sitting here right now can 
make a decision to shut this thing down. Thank you. 



Comments noted. 
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MS. PEEPLES: My name is Nancy Peeples. I came tonight because 
my daughter made me feel guilty about complaining about the Savannah 
River, but never doing anything about it. 

And I guess that basically what I wanted to say is that my 
husband works for one of the clean industries in South Carolina, and 
they recruit heavily as far as, you know, very well-educated people 
to come in and work in this industry. One of the primary things 
that these people ask him when it comes down to, "Do I want to come 
to South Carolina to live, to work, to raise my family?," is, "how 
far are you from the Savannah River Plant?" And these are people 
from Colorado, California — this is what our state is know for: 
the Savannah River Plant. It is not known for its beaches, its 
oceans, its mountains, or anything. And we South Carolinians need 
to take our state back. Thank you. 



Comment noted, 
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C-56 STATEMENT OF SUE JANE JOHNSON 

MS. JOHNSON: I am Sue Jane Johnson. I am affiliated with the 
Grove, but I am speaking for myself tonight. 

As a lot of you have heard many times — but, I am going to say 
it again — my daddy worked there for 15 years. And I grew up 
hearing scare stories every night about this place. He worked in 
maintenance, so, everything that spilled, everything that broke, 
everything that leaked — my daddy was there. My daddy was radiated 
many times. He worked in areas that were so hot that he could only 
work there for one minute. The Department of Energy — Dupont, at 
that time, ran the plant — paid him huge amounts of money, you 
know, to go in there and get these huge amounts of radiation — $100 
a minute. Our "bomb plant baby" — that is what we called 
ourselves; can you believe that? 

"^ We were brainwashed with all this propaganda that my daddy was 

o saving the country, that this was so vital for national defense, and 

that the radiation would not hurt you; you could eat it. Sure, you 
got it on your skin, but they would keep my daddy for a couple of 
days, give him lots of showers, give him lots of fluids to drink, 
and then, send him home. God knows how hot he was when he walked in 
the front door, you know. 

Bless his heart, he is dead now. Your heart is a muscle, and my 
daddy's heart mysteriously deteriorated — you know, "mysteriously," 
I beg your pardon. Anybody that got as much radiation as my daddy 
got, you know, is bound to deteriorate. He also was in and out of 
leukemia until he died. 

In the late seventies, I picked up the paper and it said, "No 
spills, no accidents" — all these lies, you know. My whole 
experience with the bomb plant has just been a pack of lies, my 
whole life. And there are four issues that I want to address: 
safety, public health, environment, and the absurd need. 

Safety is a joke. My daddy last worked there in 1969, and he 
told me, over and over again, "You could poke your fingers through 
any pipe on that plant, that is rotten and corroded those pipes 
are." You know, we have spent how many millions of dollars in the 
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last few years, fixing these plants up. No way. No way. Anything 
that old, that rotten, and as unsafe as those plants were to begin 
with — you cannot fix those things. You know, it is absurd; it is 
absurd to think about that. It will never be safe; it has never 
been safe, and it will never be safe. 

Public health. I am real curious to know how many people who 
started there in 1954 are now dead. You know, everybody that my 
daddy went to work with are all dead, all his buddies. We used to 
get together for these Sunday afternoon brunches in Aiken, all these 
families that were brainwashed. You know, we had these great 
propaganda tours. I got the special tour at Christmastime, okay? I 
got to go in and see the reactor; I was blessed. The families got 
this wonderful tour of getting to go in and see the reactors. Thank 
you so much, you know, that is great. You know, do not talk to me 
about public health and public safety. 

Why will you not release the statistics of my daddy's health 
records? I know how it feels to be radiated. You call me up and 
talk to me, a little kid, on the phones and say, "Well, your daddy 
got too much radiation, so, we are going to keep him for a few days, 
you know." And that is how I grew up. You will not release 
statistics of how many people have worked there and died, any kind 
of health statistics. I demand right now that you release all the 
health records of everybody there. I demand that you do studies — 
all kinds of studies — on the health effects on the workers there 
and the people in the surrounding communities. 

WHAS said on TV the other night, "Well, we had this great 
release out on stacks in the Savannah River Plant in 1970." And how 
about that, all these babies died, you know. And then, they go on 
to dispute it and say, "Oh, yeah, but, if that happened, the babies 
would still be dying." I have got news for you: They are still 
dying. We are, like, second in infant mortality in the nation. 
Why? I have got a good answer to why. You know, plants have been 
spewing out stuff for 35 years now. It is absurd; do not talk to me 
about public health when you all care nothing about us; we are 
sacrifices, and that is all we are. It is absurd that we will sit 
here in this state and take this. 

You have got to release all the health records of every 
affiliated with the plant and everybody around the plant in every 
way. 



Appendix B {Section 8.1.5) of the EIS describes 
previous and current epidemiological studies of SRS 
workers and the general public. Please see the 
response to Comment C-15-04 on a recent study. 
Secretary Watkins has announced on several occasions 
that DOE is releasing health records of all its 
employees to qualified researchers. Former and 
current employee health records are available to 
appropriate persons on an individual request basis. 
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Okay, here we go with the environment. There is no use. You do 
not need to go to Hollywood to see "Hutant Ninja Turtles" people; we 
have got them crawling around the plant — 

— along with the poor mutated deer, the poor fish that are 
deformed, swimming everywhere. You know, God help us as to what is 
crawling and jumping the fences and getting off of this place — 
people who are hunters and fishermen. You are in a rural community, 
you know; these people hunt and fish everywhere around there. You 
cannot stop these animals — the birds who land in these huge open 
waste ponds. You know, forget it. They land, they fly off. It is 
horrible, it is a nightmare. 

The radiation and just the heat. It is absurd what you all have 
done with that piece of land. And we are talking about a piece of 
land that is spreading. All its waste is seeping down into our 

water. It cannot be any more of a nightmare than it already is. 

I 

^ What everybody keeps saying over and over is that what is 

*9 happening all over the world, and happening in Europe — we are the 

war mongers of the world, people. We are the war mongers. The 
whole sight of this tiny little planet. You keep hearing the 
astronauts — okay, they go off into space and look back, and what 
do they see? This precious little, fragile blue ball and all this 
vast nothingness. This radiation that we are making is the biggest 
cancer on the face of this earth, of anything that has been created 
yet, and we have got to stop this. You know, we have got to stop 
it; it is crazy; it is insanity. 

The first page of this absurd document that is supposed to mean 
something. Chapter I, page 1, "By law, DOE is charged with producing 
defense nuclear materials." People, go straight to your 
Congressmen, you know, make a vow, make a pledge to yourself today 
that you are going to get to know your Federal representatives, you 
are going to be in contact with them on a monthly basis. You are 
going to tell them that we are not going to take this anymore. We 
do not want to be sacrificial lambs to perpetuate this war monger 
weaponry for the whole world. Twenty-three thousand nuclear 
warheads? You know, we shoot out a thousand and I do not think that 
we are going to know life as we know it any longer. And get fired 
up; get to know your Federal representatives; get in touch with them 
once a month. Set yourself a goal that you are going to recruit one 
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other person, that you are going to tell then, "You should be upset, 
you should be angry, you should be concerned. N And just be anything 
but apathetic. Z urge you to get out there and do everything that 
you can to stop this insanity. Thank you. 
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C-57 



Comment 



STATEMENT OF PETER TEPLEY 



Response 



MR. TEPLEY: 
South Carolina. 



My name is Peter Tepley, and I am a citizen of 
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C-57-01 



C-57-02 



C-57-03 



The term "national security" really scares me. Yet, most of my 
life, it has been used to usurp public accountability. It appears 
to me that it is being again so used. As one of the citizens whose 
security is to be protected by the weapons materials produced at 
this plant, I see no need for restart. We currently have a more 
than adequate arsenal of nuclear weapons. Without ever producing 
any new tritium, we could probably destroy the world for the next 50 
years. However, we are pitfully inadequate when it comes to true 
cleanup of nuclear and hazardous wastes; in fact, what we call 
"cleanup" is basically moving the wastes. We must develop 
technologies to clean up our environmental disasters, of which SRS 
is just one. These technologies must provide for full protection of 
the workers' health and safety. We have got to figure out what to 
do with these materials, these toxic substances and radioactive 
substances that are pouring into this state or that have been 
produced in this state and are sitting here. 

The reasonable approach, it seems to me, would be to place the 
reactors in cold standby, although, I am not sure that that is even 
necessary, and undertake the true cleanup — not just the movement 
of waste — of the mess that already exists. As others have pointed 
out, the $25 billion estimated cleanup can surely employ all 
existing employees in comparable jobs, as well as create new jobs. 
And these new jobs will be jobs that can be taken to other parts of 
South Carolina, to other parts of the United States, and to other 
parts of the world. While the reactors are in cold standby, they 
should be brought up to at least current commercial safety levels, 
if they are ever planned to be restarted. 

Additionally, the Department of Energy should release all health 
and environmental data for independent review so that the full 
effects of the Savannah River Plant on South Carol inan citizens and 
environment can be known, and so that appropriate safety measures 
can be devised, should restart ever be required, which I hope, it 
never is. Keeping this information from us cannot in any way 
enhance national security. The risk assessment should be promptly 



Please see the response to Comment C— 01— 1 on the 
need for tritium. The need for nuclear weapons is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment C -05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the responses to Comments C-05-03 on 
environmental restoration and C-35-06 on health 
information and its publication. 
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completed and put through independent review. These measures are 
required to ensure that the health and safety of South Carolinians 
and the quality of our environment are no longer ignored. 

The approach that I have outlined here seems a reasonable 
balance between national security concerns and the protection of 
South Carolina. To restart the reactors now will tell all South 
Carolinians — in fact, all citizens of the United States and the 
fellow people who are on this earth with us — that South 
Carolinians do not matter, and that' the government is more 
interested in producing unnecessary nuclear weapons than it is in 
truly protecting the citizens of this state and our environment. 
Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF MERRILL TRUESOALE 
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C-58-Q1 



C-58-02 



C-58-03 



MR. TRUESDALE: Ladies and gentlemen, we are at a time when the 
hour is getting late. I am not necessarily talking about with these 
hearings; I am talking about in the sense of our civilization as we 
know it, as it is. We look at the situation of the Savannah River 
Plant, also known as the bomb plant, that this plant was built for 
one purpose, and one purpose only — and that purpose was the 
production of nuclear weapons. Since that period of time, we have 
found out that we have met the enemy. The enemy is not the Soviets, 
it is not the Chinese; it is production of the nuclear weapons by 
ourselves. 

We have to focus in on the safety aspects of this plant because 
right now, we are at crossroads. We are at a crossroads where, as 
human beings, we have a chance to survive peacefully without these 
weapons. Conventional warfare alone is tragic; we do not need 
nuclear weapons. We also do not need, in fact, all the safety 
violations that have gone on rampant with this plant, over a period 
of time, that have been covered up, and have not been acknowledged 
until the last year or so. We have to think about what we are doing 
to our planet, to our environment, and its effect on our state and 
nation. Is this plant that vital to the economic situation of the 
state of South Carolina? No, it is not; not in that aspect of it. 
We have to look for a long-term goal of being able to clean this 
area up, to shut it down, and utilize what we possibly can for 
peaceful purposes. 

This is one of the things that never ceases to amaze me. I have 
come up here quite a few times to testify, and it seems like we go 
go back to square one. The time is now to start cleaning this place 
up, to get our groundwater back — if we are able to. But we have 
to have that responsibility; not only us, but DOE has to be very 
sensitive to this. And I really do not beleive that DOE really 
cares about this issue that much, except being able to get these 
plants back on line. 

People that I know of in this state are very outraged about this 

plant. It is not because of apathy that the people do not do 

anything. Sometimes, they feel like it is beyond their control. 

This is something that is wrong, though — we have to take that 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 

Please see the response to Comment C-01-02 on safety. 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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initiative, because if we do not, the world as we know it, and the 
environment as we know it in this state and in this nation, is left 
up to our children, and then, their children. That is something 
that I do not want to leave as a legacy for anyone. The time is 
right to take the weapons and to beat them into plow shares, and to 
work for peaceful conversions so that humankind can go on and live 
the next few thousands or few millions of years that we have left in 
peace. 
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C-59 STATEMENT OF ANOREW CRAIG VARNER 

MR. VARNER: My name is Mr. Andrew Craig Varner. I am speaking 
here as a citizen of the state of South Carolina, as a citizen of 
the United States, and as a citizen of the world. 

I would like to thank you for having this hearing. My question 
is, are you hearing what we are saying? These hearings have been 
C-59-01 held over and over; people do not seem to listen. We are living in Please the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 

a nuclear age when nuclear weapons potentials are measured in comments, 

kilotons or megadeaths, where a 100 kiloton weapon will give 
third-degree burns to a person five kilometers away; it will cause 
90 produce tree blowdown two kilometers away. If you are two 
kilometers away, you have a 2 produce chance of living. If you are 
one-half kilometer away, you have 100 produce chance that you will 
die within 14 days. If you are within 1.3 kilometers, there is a 



i 100 produce chance that you will die within 15 to 48 hours. 

oo DOE wants to spend one million dollars on the B-83 bomb, the 

bomb that powers 70 Hiroshimas. In Hiroshima, the energies involved 
burned people's shadows onto the walls. They also want five billion 
dollars a year to clean up the Savannah River Site by the year 2020. 

I heard a man come up here and talk about the pain from his 
experience of being shot in the stomach. In Hiroshima, people's 
shadows burned on the walls. People's eyes were running down the 
sides of their cheeks. Their skin was burned off. He said that he 
absorbed large amounts of radiation because he loved his country. I 
am not willing to absorb that radiation, and I am not willing for my 
children to absorb that much radiation. 

I am here for my children because I do not think that they want 
to have us put up with it. I am here so that my children do not 
have to put up with it. It makes so much sense. They will not live 
in a country that is invisible, with plutonium and strontium for 
all. Public safety is a part of national defense. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF BRIAN PENNINGTON 
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MR. PENNINGTON: Hello. I am Brian Pennington, and I really do 
not represent anyway but, maybe, just the citizens of South 
Carolina. It really feels as if there is a responsibility of South 
Carolinians to keep the Savannah River Plant shut. In 1945, two 
atomic bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Each of those 
bombs was equal to 20,000 tons of TNT. Today's thermonuclear 
explosions release thousands of tons as much energy as an atomic 
bomb. There are 60,000 warheads on the earth, which is 4,000 pounds 
of TNT for every man, woman and child on earth. Why? 

Just the other day, Mr. Bush and Mr. Gorbachev met to limit the 
nuclear arms, which is a step in the right direction. Yet, at the 
same time, the Savannah River Plant is opening back up, a giant leap 
in the wrong direction. I do not know — is it just me, or is this 
kind of stupid? At a time when the U.S. and the U.S.S.R are 
discussing major weapons reductions, our leaders should not be 
launching our countries into a new era of producing weapons 
materials. National security would be best served by protecting the 
health of people and the environment, rather than the health and 
longevity of nuclear arsenals. Opening SRS again is an 
irresponsible and unnecessary plan that could lead to an 
environmental catastrophe. Thank you. 



Please see the responses to Comments C-20-02 on 
continued operation and C- 1 8-02 on the changing 
world geopolitical situation. The need for nuclear 
weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM VOEGELE 



C-61-01 
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MR. VOEGELE: I an William Voegele. 
citizen of South Carolina tonight. 



I guess that I will be a 



I just wanted to say that I think that it is totally ridiculous 
that you guys are even considering opening this place back up when 
the fellow just ahead of me said that if you start up again, you are 
going to create an environmental disaster. You have already got 
one. The excuses can go on forever about, you know, we need jobs, 
we need more nuclear boabs, but I think that it is jobs that you are 
worried about, you can spend more money than you could ever dream of 
that you spend on your boabs on cleaning that place up. It is a 
mess already. 

I was just thinking, while I was sitting here in this hearing 
tonight, that I grew up down the river froai that place, and I did 
not even think about it until the last couple of years, and I cannot 
even begin to imagine what a mess that river is to all the cities 
that live downstream from it. And you guys just cannot open that 
place up again. And I want to be on the record to say that I was 
against it. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment C-20-02 on 
continued operation. 
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STATEMENT OF LUKE PHILLIPS 
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The world has changed drastically since December '88 when the 
last round of these hearings took place. He must change too — become 
more flexible and imaginative. As we applaud new democracies in 
Eastern Europe, we need to ask the question: "Are we always in 
favor of democracy for oursel ves . or only when it's convenient?" 
When people were more trusting and naive, they welcomed to South 
Carolina what they called honestly and directly, "The Bomb Plant." 
We now have more bombs than any reasonable person can imagine, and a 
$10 billion tab just to clean up the mess at the Bomb Plant. That's 
3 times the yearly budget of the entire state of South Carolina. 
And to you up there at that elevated table, I'd like to say that 
there is a limit to Southern Hospitality. I'm glad you're not being 
subjected to the first draft of this message, because it was very 
rude, and somewhat offensive. I understand that it's part of your 
job to take a little abuse from the locals, and then go ahead and do 
what you've decided to do anyway. That's one reason you get paid a 
straight salary, and not by the hour. 

But I know that as well-educated and thoughtful people, weighing 
the evidence on your own personal scale, you must sometimes question 
the wisdom of cranking up the Bomb Plant again at all costs. If I 
were to present you with an alternate plan that would make a more 
lasting contribution to national security and world peace, as well 
as sustaining the local economy of Aiken and Augusta at current 
levels or better, would you consider it, just for a moment? 

Nuclear weapons are a product of fear, and the only rationale 
for having them is that eventually you're gonna be able to get rid 
of them without detonation. Mow is the time to cut off production 
at the source, both here and in the Soviet Union. The plan is 
this: appropriate the $10 billion to begin to clean up the 
neighborhood in and around the Bomb Plant, with a target date (say 
1999?) of turning the whole shebang into a 300-square mile 
International Peace Park, with a nuclear weapons museum , and housing 
an international institute for the study of human and environmental 
concerns. Such a facility could conceivably be a key to controlling 
and reversing 1 i f e-and-death problems like the greenhouse effect, 
depletion of the ozone, and acid rain. You may not be aware, but 
there's enough talent in South Carolina and Georgia alone to ' 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-02 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 



Comment noted. 
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envision and design an innovative institution that will be acclaimed 
world-wide. 

The Soviets, of course, must agree to do the same thing at an 
equally strategic site in their country. On this point, I have a 
lot of faith in the U.S. Intelligence-gathering community. I'm sure 
they know where all the nuclear weapons production centers in the 
USSR, are. And the Soviets are obviously more receptive to such 
imaginative approaches than at any time in the nuclear era. How 
difficult do you think it would be to gain their enthusiastic 
cooperation? Shouldn't we try? 

So, within a decade you could easily have two gigantic 
institutes to combat the staggering problems of the environment, and 
immediate human problems like mass starvation. These institutions 
would have at least $20 billion to apply to the creative and 
positive solution of these problems, because we won't be pouring it 
all into the no-win, static realm of nuclear arms production. 

As you turn this proposal over in your mind, I can imagine what 

you're saying - "This is too easy. This makes too much sense." 

Well if that's a good argument for not doing it, I guess we should 
just forget the whole thing. 

Luke Phillips 
Columbia, SC 
6/5/90 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 
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TAKEN SERIOUSLY: 

Creating a New Identity for The Bomb Plane 



The world has changed drastically since December '88 when 
the last round of these hearings took place, we oust change too — 
become more flexible and Imaginative. As we applaud new democracies 
la Emteern Europe, *•* need Co ask the question: "Are we always In 
favor of democracy for ourselves , or only when it's convenient?" 
When people were more trusting and natve, they welcomed to South 
Carolina what they called honestly and directly, "The Bomb Plant." 
Ue now have more bombs than any reasonable person can Imagine, and 
a (10 billion tab just to clean up the mess at the Bomb Plant. 
That's 3 times the yearly budget of the afitiie ataceof South 
Carolina. And to you up there at that < elavated tabled I'd like 
to say that there is a limit to Southerp'Hospltallty. I'm glad 
you're not being subjected Co the first draft of this message, 
because It was very rude, and somewhat offensive. I understand 
that It's part at your Job to takers little abuse from the locals, 
and then go ahead and do what you've decided to do anyway. That 1 
one reason you get paid a straight salary, and not by the hour. 






'/ 



DOE/EIC-01470 
C- 26 



Table C-7. Public Comments and OQE Responses 



Comment 
Nufber 



Comment 



Response 



I 

CTi 



tjut I know chat as ueLL-educaced and thoughtful people, 
weighing the evidence on your own personal scale, you muse 
sometimes que »t ton the wisdom of cranking up the Bomb Plane 
again aC all cosCs. If t were Co present you wich an alternate 
plan that would make l more lasting contribution to national 
security and world peace, as well as sustaining Che local 
economy of Aiken and Augusta at current levels or better, 
would you consider it, Just for a moment? 

Nuclear weapons are a product of fear, and the only rationale 
for having chem is that eventually you're gonna be able to get 
rid of Chem without detonation. Now Is Che time to cut off 
production at the source, both here and In the Soviet Union. 
The plan is this: appropriate the SIO billion to begin to 
clean up the neighborhood in and around the Bomb Plant, with 
a target date (say 1999?) of turning the whole shebang into 
a 300-square mile International Peace Pack, with a nuclear 
weapons museum , and houslngan International Institute for 
Che studyoffiuman and environmental concerns. Such a facility 
could conceivably be a key Co controlling and reversing llfe- 
and-death problems Like the greenhouse effect, depletion of the 
ozone, and acid rain. You may not be aware, but there's enough 
talent In South Carolina and Georgia alone to envision and design 
an innovative Institution that will be acclaimed world-wide. 

The Soviets, of course, must agree to do the same thing at 
an equally strategic site in cheir country. On this point, I 
have a lot of faith in the U.S. Intelligence-gathering community. 
I'm sure they know where all Che nuclear weapons production centers 
In the USSR, are. And the Soviets are obviously more recer .ve Co 
such Imaginative approaches than at any time in the nuclea: ;ra. 
How difficult do you think It would be to gain their enthusiastic 
cooperation? Shouldn't we try? 

So, within a decade you could easily have two gigantic InscltuCes 
to combat the staggering problems of the environment, and Lcunedlace 
human problems Like mast starvation. These Institutions would have 
at least $20 billion to apply Co the creative and positive solution 
of these problems, because we won't be pouring it all Into che no-win, 
static realm of - nuclear arms production. 

As you turn this proposal over In your mind, I can imagine 
what you're saying — "This Is too easy. This makes too much sense." 
Well If that's a good argument for not doing It, I guess we should 
just forget the whole thing. 



Luke Phillips 
Columbia, S.C. 
6/5/90 
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C-63 STATEMENT OF DAVID WATRING 

MR. WATRING: Thank you. My name is David Watring. I am not 
from South Carolina; I am from West Lafayette, Louisiana, and if I 
am representing anyone, I would say that I will represent the 
citizens of South Carolina, the ones who were too lazy to get off 
their butts and come out here tonight, who were too apathetic or 
maybe too afraid of you people to think that they could change. I 
would also like to represent that the children of my sister and my 
brother-in-law, my niece and my nephew. And I would like to also 
represent all the people that I have met here in South Carolina with 
children who were worried that they have to feed their families 
tonight or had to clean up the kitchen or something. I am here for 
them. 

Like I said, I am not from South Carolina, I do not live here, 
9 but I am afraid. I am afraid for more than South Carolina; I am 

--j afraid for the world. I have sat and listened to these mothers at 

^ the park, at the playground, playing with their children, and listen 

to them, how they have said how many of their family members and 
friends have had tumors or cancer or something else. These people 
are young; young people in their twenties, and other people, that 
are having these cancers. And where is this coming from? 

These women are all voters, and they do care about this, and 
their husbands care about this also. And you men will be voting, 
and I hope you vote your conscience because it does not take a 
genius to know that to make nuclear weapons and to open up the plant 
is wrong. It is stupid. And it has been said that it is easier to 
get a camel through the eye of a needle than to get a rich man into 
heaven. Vote your conscience. 

I am afraid. I am afraid for my niece and my nephew. I am 
afraid for their grandchildren, their grandchildren's grandchildren, 
and their great grandchildren's great grandchildren. That is who I 
am here to speak for. I am speaking for the future of our earth. 

I did not plan a speech; I only came here to hear what people 
had to say, but I am scared. I am scared. I am shaking up here, 
and I have to say what I have to say. I hope that you vote your 
conscience. It is not only our problem, but a problem of the people 
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of the world. It is morally wrong to destroy when the targets are 
women and children. What difficult does it make? We can destroy 
the planet ten times over? I would rather be an alive and vital 
person, with my hair left, than have the future of our children 
destroyed and people wiped off the face of the earth. 

These nuclear weapons are in excess. They make us no safer. I 
am scared, because if you live by the sword, you die by the sword. 
And if you live by the bomb, you will die by the bomb. It does not 
take a rocket scientist to know what is wrong here. Your excuses 
that we need a nuclear deterrent — I do not think so. I think that 
there are enough nuclear bombs out there. With what is happening in 
the world with Gorbachev coming over here and sitting down and 
talking, and we are already reducing our arsenals, why are we 
building more bombs? There are enough social problems that we could 
take care of. The excuse that you have is nuclear deterrence — I 
do not think so. 

And your other excuse is that we need jobs. Well, I think that 
Westinghouse should stick with making toasters. 

They break enough, anyway. You say that jobs will be affected. 
Well, how about spending some of our tax money — even though I am 
not a resident of South Carolina, I am sure that my taxes have paid 
for this — spend some of our tax money, trying to make this world a 
better place for our grandchildren, our great grandchildren's 
grandchildren, instead of spending our money on something that can 
destroy the world, destroy life as we know it. 

I hope that you men vote your consciences. I hope that you do, 
because you do not know what could happen in the future, you do not 
know what could happen if there is an accident there, being such an 
old, feeble plant — you do not know. You think that you know, but 
I have heard the lies, and I do not believe them. I am scared. You 
should be scared, too. Everyone in this room is scared. That is 
why they are here. The other people, I do not know why they are not 
here, but you should feel the pressure, you should feel what they 
feel. That is all I have to say. 



Please see the response to Comment C-18-02 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. The need for 
nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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STATEMENT OF SANDERS MACMILLAN 
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MR. MACMILLAN: Okay. My name is Sanders MacMillan. I am a 
free-thinking youth. I feel that it is time for our government- 

— I feel that it is time for our government to climb out of its 
bomb shelters and realize that the world is now a more peaceful 
place to live. But there is something about becoming a bureaucrat, 
as you all well know, that blinds your judgment with ignorance and 
compliance. But please forget what the war mongers at the Pentagon 
are saying, and heed the desperate cries of your people. Do not 
restart the Savannah River Plant. Thank you. 



Comment noted, 
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MR. OSMER: My name is Robert Osser. I have no fancy speeches 
or any fancy phrases or anything like that; I just decided to speak, 
coming over from Burger King. 

All I have to say is that I have been listening all night, and I 
have decided that I an not old enough to vote, and I am not old 
enough to die, but I an old enough to make a rational decision when 
I look at the facts. I can read, I can understand. I can comprehend 
when I look at the facts. 1 read magazines, newspapers, everything, 
from both sides of the argument. And then, I can formulate an 
opinion. 

And I have formulated sy opinion; this is what I am trying to 
say: SRS makes no sense at all. Excluding all the facts, from both 
sides, you can look at it from just feeling sort of .way. It is old; 
it is run down. It is got bad policies, bad records; there is 
absolutely no reason for it to be even restarted. And I would like 
to look down here at this little "speaker" sign — I do not like it; 
I would rather it be "activist," not "speaker" because I feel that 
it is my part as a citizen to represent all those people down there 
surrounding the Savannah River Site area. And I have relatives down 
there. I talk to the* frequently. They hunt, fish and all that; 
they do it a lot but they are not stupid enough to even eat the fish 
out of the Savannah River, so, take that into account — let us hope. 

That is really about all that I have to say, other than I still 
cannot understand at all why we need the tritium. I do not 
understand. I mean, we have already brought up all these facts. 
All these speakers have come up here and stated all their facts 
about how long we can stand without more tritium and all that, and 
why put lives in jeopardy for something so futile.. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium. 



Table C-7. Public Comnents and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



C-66 



STATEMENT OF WARREN WHIPPLE 



C-66-01 
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C-66-02 



C-66-03 



You have heard, here, and in Savannah last week, a number of 
impassioned pleas from individuals wishing for the DOE to reconsider 
this re-start. You have heard some thoughtful, detailed analyses, 
you have caught some scathing attacks, you have heard some very 
heartfelt, sincere emational pleas. You have also heard a large 
number of these people tell you that they felt that this hearing is 
a sham, that you are not really listening to us, just going through 
the motions. 

This can be envisioned in two different forms. Either the 
outcome and conclusions of the Final EIS will have little or no 
effect on decisions that have in essence already been made, or the 
outcome of the final EIS itself has already been determined. 

At the conclusion of these hearings, you will be writing a 
report. What is important here is what goes into that report. A 
lot of good people are depending on you to relay honestly and 
pointedly, to Mr. Watkins and the powers that be, what has been 
expressed here. Mr. Patterson, I believe that you will do that. 

What I do fear, however, is that the final EIS will not impact 
the re-start. Every path in this maze seems to lead back to the 
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum that Mr. Reagan signed on his 
last days in office. The DOE must re-start SRP because the NWSM 
demands it. Period. And this is where this game gets fun. It's a 
highly advanced version of "hot potato" that we call the "Washington 
Shuffle". Mr. Watkins is not responsible for the decision to 
re-start because the NWSM says he has to, regardless. Reagan can't 
be held responsible because this dramatic change in the world 
scenario has all occured after he left office. Bush is clean 
because he didn't sign it, and there is no precedent for a President 
changing a NWSM in mid-stream. Things just are the way they are and 
that's that. Neat, huh? 

There is always a weak link in the deniability game, and the way 
this one seems to be set up, Mr. Watkins is it. Twenty-odd years 
ago, on the other side of the world, in a few bloody hours in a 
little village called My Lai, the issue of escaping culpability for 
felonious conduct by claiming one was just following orders was 
forever laid to rest. Ask John Poindexter. Ask William Calley. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-03 on public 
comments. DOE plans to publish the Record of 
Decision on the continued operation of K-, L-, and 
P^-Reactors following a 30-day waiting period after 
notice is published in the Federal Register 
regarding the filing of the Final EIS with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 



President Bush approved the latest NWSM on July 12, 
1990. 
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The K, L, and P reactors at SRP are old. They have a shaky 
history. Even the rosiest of projections must acknowledge that this 
is a very risky undertaking. This is one of those kinds of plans 
that if every thing goes right, it might work. But if Anything goes 
wrong, this observer believes that Reagan and Bush's pick and roll 
play will probably work.. They may just be remorseful as all hell, 
but neither will fry for it. That honor will fall to Mr. Watkins. 
And just how much good do you imagine that memordandum will do him 
then? 



C-66-04 
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C-66-05 



Mr. Watkins needs to ask himself a very hard question. Is 
whatever it is that is in this for him worth the fall he has been 
set up for if there's an accident, and it comes out that maybe we 
really didn't need all this much more tritium right then, after all, 
and maybe some people knew it? If yes, then this is all pointless 
and we'll continue this fight in the courts, and in a direct assault 
on the White House. But if there is any doubt, I implore him, for 
his own sake as well as all of ours, to do what any private would do 
when given a questionable order, what any middle manager would do 
when handed a shaky project based on out of date research. Question 
the order. 

Request, possibly even demand, that President Bush formally 
re-evaluate the NWSM. To do any less at this juncture, given all 
that has led up to us being here today, all the things that have 
been said here, and all the things that both sides know about this 
project, would be very, very, very, naive. Thank you. 

Warren Whipple 



Please see the response to Comment C -01-01 on the 
need for tritium. 



Please see the response to Comment C-66-Q3 on the 
NWSM. 
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C-67 



Table C-7. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 



STATEMENT OF MOSES TODD 



Response 



C-67-01 



o 
l 



MR. TODD: My name is Moses Todd. And I grew a little beard. I 
thought that it would be easy not to be recognized from Savannah, 
but I look like most of my other friends who are here from Savannah 
also, and a few that were not there. It is nice to be here in 
Columbia tonight. 

I have given a lot of thought to a lot of things that have been 
said. The bottom line is, you know, there is a finger pointing 
pretty much to that there are misconceptions, misgiven facts, 
misinformation, etc. And you know, being basically that we have 
been kind of outnumbered in Savannah, I felt like John Custer down 
in Savannah, and basically hear that the misconceptions, as I can 
see them, are coming from individuals who are not held accountable 
for what they say or have to say. And I base that on the fact that, 
you know, we are not in a court of law, and we do not have to give 
facts or points of law, but the Environmental Impact Statement, the 
public comment released, has to be basically the facts, you know, of 
what exists out there and reasons for restart. And basically, 
anything that I say or. anyone else says that comes up here and sit 
down, you know, we are on a campaign to shut out SRS or a mission to 
shut down SRS or to restart SRS; therefore, if we are not basically 
honest people, we can just throw anything out there. And the ground 
rules are that that cannot be challenged. And you know, that is one 
thing that we must realize. 

And saying that, I want to comment on a couple of things. Yes, 
I am an employee of SRS. You know, that is the reason for the 
appearance — I left work and came here. When I left SRS this 
evening, the grass was still green, the sky was still blue, the 
birds were still singing in the green trees, you know, there. And 
even where New Ellington used to be in the springtime, the flowers 
still bloom there. So, the animals, you know, are still there; the 
hunters come every year, every fall, and hunt SRS. There is a 
hunting club there, as many of you know. But there are hunting 
clubs all over the great state of South Carolina. There is a 
hunting club there on SRS. And individuals get passes, you know, to 
come out and hunt. And I have not seen any of those deranged 
animals or people or birds or fish. I fish the Savannah River. 



Comments noted. 
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I would like to think of myself as an environmentalist. I think 
that most hunters and fishermen would like to think of themselves as 
environmentalists. So, do not think that you have a trademark on 
being environmentalists, you know; we are, too. 

But I have a different point of view than most of you have in 
reference to need for SRS, and not because I work there, but 
because, like the gentleman who spoke before me in support of it, 
that my Vietnam common sense tells me that there is a need. And as 
I stated in Savannah, that approximately a billion or so Chinese 
tell me that there is a need. That fact that Communists still exist 
in this world tells me that there is a need. Now, I do not disagree 
with you on the cleanup; I do not think that any rationally-minded 
person would disagree with you as far as cleanup. Cleanup is 
happening, cleanup is in place. There have been monies spent on 
cleanup, you know, as I speak, as 1 stated in Savannah. 

i The point of the cooling tower, you know — that is debatable. 

^ And the way that I look at the cooling tower and the "I" lake — and 

n> I have firsthand experience from being out there — is that, you 

know, it is kind of like the ultimate which comes first, the chicken 
or the egg. The L-reactor was built and the "L" lake was built or 
dug to accommodate the reactor and the thermal waters that we are 
talking about that were pumped into this lake. Now, you say that we 
should not pump the water into the lake; why should you not pump 
water in a lake that was built for that purpose? I am not saying 
that, you know, that a natural habitat has not taken place there, 
that there are not some things in "L" lake that may be damaged by 
the pumping of this water; but, to come back and say that we should 
not spend money that is for cleanup — you know, designated for 
cleanup — to build a cooling tower that is going to handle the 
water and take care of the thermal problem that we are pumping into 
"L" lake — that is not part of the cleanup. I cannot, you know, 
reason with you there, either because, in my opinion, that is not 
production; that is something that you mandated, and I think that a 
court decreed on, to not pump the hot waters in "L" lake in 
reference to the time that the L-reactor would be put on line. So, 
basically, I have a problem understanding, you know, where you are 
coming from on many of your issues. And I am sure that others have 
that same problem, you know. 

I vigorously support a cleanup of any situation where you have 
possibly past dumping because the conscience level possibly was not 
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there for it at the time, or national security possibly overweighed, 
outweighed, you know, the situation as far as cleanup at that time. 
But, I just have some serious problems. I want to support your 
philosophy, I want to support your position of being 
environmentalists and that you are, you know, sincere about this 
thing, are serious about it, and that, you know, you really want 
what is best for this country and for this nation, but I cannot 
wholeheartedly agree with you, and I do not wholeheartedly disagree 
with you on all the issues. 

But I feel that we must have a nuclear capability, that we must 
protect the national security of the United States, and that we must 
never put our young men whom we are going to send to fight a war in 
the position that we put them in at the start of World War II, when 
we were mobilizing them, or in the position that we put them in in 
Korea, when some 600,000 Chinese marched across the lines there, and 
n a lot of them got trapped at the back of that line. I do not think 

I that we should ever put them in the position that this country put 

^ me in in Vietnam. And I can remember, you know, in the sixties that 

u> there was a group that we called the flower children, you know, of 

the day, of that day. And the difference between I and them is that 
I was sent to Vietnam; they went to Canada. And I would just like 
to thank you for allowing me to speak. 



Response 
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STATEMENT OF DAVID REYNOLDS 
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MR. REYNOLDS: My name is David Reynolds. And that beautiful 
boy over there is my son, Franklin. And since he cannot talk yet, I 
am going to speak for him, also. 

I am employed with the South Carolina Department of Mental 
Health. I work on a very personal basis with patients in the 
hospital. I do not know if many of you know about mental illnesses, 
but they are very debilitating diseases. And a majority of the 
patients come from Charleston, Georgetown, Aiken, Orangeburg. I 
will let you make your own conclusions about that. 

But he will be turning two years old tomorrow. Yesterday, I was 
watching Mr. Gorbachev on TV, making a speech. And when I was in 
the Army, we had to wear our helmets when we went into the field so 
that the Soviet satellites could not see where we were at and know 
our training missions. Now, if their technology is that advanced, 
where they could see a man moving around in the field from outer 
space, they probably know that the Savannah River Site is the only 
place in America that makes tritium for nuclear warheads. And if it 
ever restarts when peace negotiations are going on, then, that is 
just like pointing a gun right at our heads, right at my boy's 
head. And whether that trigger is pulled by ourselves with the 
meltdown or by the Soviets, because that is what would most probably 
be one of their first strike locations, we will be dead. That is 
all I have to say. Thank you. 



Comments noted 
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STATEMENT OF MAXINE WARSHAUER 



C-69-01 
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C-69-02 



HS. WARSHAUER: I testified at the scoping hearings, and I 
received the EIS statement from the Department of Energy. And the 
question, as it seems to be posed, is, do the costs of maintaining 
the Savannah River Plant justify — do the benefits justify the 
costs? And we know that there are costs — there are monetary 
costs; it costs money to operate the plant. There is a cost to the 
environment. There are continued dangers that the environment is 
being exposed to, in addition to the possibility of accidents which, 
no matter how careful we are, there is alway a possibility of an 
accident, and this has been documented in the past, some of which we 
have not been informed of until afterwards. 

So, those are some of the costs. The benefits would be 
increasing our stockpile of plutonium and tritium. And I would 
maintain that at this point in the international political 
situation, we should hold off — we should hold off on restarting 
the plants. I think that our first choice, our first thrust should 
be toward the arms control agreements. I read in the paper 
yesterday that there was some possibility of having one of the 
plants on standby if it were necessary. I would certainly prefer 
that to going ahead and restarting the plants. Thank you. 



Chapter 4 of the EIS discusses environmental impacts 
and the probability of accidents. 



Please see the responses to Comments C— 01— 1 on the 

need for tritium and other nuclear materials and 

C— 1 8—02 on the changing world geopolitical situation. 
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STATEMENT OF GUY JONES 



C-70-01 



MR. JONES: Ny name is Guy Jones. And I will keep this very 
brief since everyone looks like they have been here a long time. I 
own a business called River Runner. I just got off the river; that 
is what I do; I conduct river trips. But I would just like to state 
my feeling that we really do not need to have more of our resources 
put into nuclear weapon production. I think that now is the time to 
think seriously about slowing down the process of building bombs and 
put our efforts into cleaning up the Savannah River Site. That is 
my feeling, and that is what I would like to say. Thank you very 
much for the chance to be here. 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. The need 
for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS, 
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STATEMENT OF SUE ROSSER 



C-7 1-01 
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C-71 -03 
C-71 -04 



My name is Sue Rosser. I hold a Ph.D in Zoology. I am 
currently an Associate Professor of Preventive Medicine at the 
Medical School and Director of Women's Studies at USC. 

I would like to request that the agency consider issues 
surrounding the health risks to the citizens of the Savannah River 
Plant's Nuclear Reactor. 

Certainly the type of health risks of the Chernobyl accident in 
Russia cannot be excluded in the event that a similar accident were 
to occur at the Savannah River Plant. Apparently the new reactor 
will have a massive concrete and steel containment dome which would 
be the last defense against radiation, but the environmental impact 
statement does not appear to include an assessment of the health 
risks to the citizens of a failed reactor and possible leakage even 
with a dome. 

At least as important as the health consequences of a nuclear 
accident or failed reactor, are the health effects of the chronic 
low level doses produced by the release of radioactive tritium into 
the air. A study published in Sept., 1988, in the American Journal 
of Industrial Medicine authored by Dr. Donna Cragle, an 
epidemiologist at Oak Ridge Associated University, showed an overall 
death rate among white male employees at SRP to be less than the 
national averages. However, that same group suffered more than 
twice the national rate of leukemia deaths. Specifically, among the 
1 ,274 workers hired before 1955 who worked at the plant for more 
than five years and less than sixteen years, six persons died of 
leukemia. Only 2.18 leukemia deaths should have occurred to be in 
line with national statistics. 

These leukemia deaths are particularly significant because 
leukemia is most easily induced by radiation. Leukemia is thought 
to be the cancer most easily detectable after radiation exposure 
because leukemias are relatively uncommon in a community and because 
the first cases occur within two years and peak after about seven 
years of exposure. Thus, the excess in leukemia deaths occurring in 
SRP workers is a strong indication of a health hazard to the 
community caused by the tritium rat idati on. This serious indicator 
was not studied in the environmental impact statement. 



Please see the response to Comment C-14-02 on 
Chernobyl . 

See the response to Comment C-38-01 on NPR; Section 
4.1.3 of the EIS presents the risks of severe 
accidents, including the failure of the confinement 
system. 



DOE describes the cited report and references it in 
Appendix B (Section B.1.5). 

The cited report did not associate the leukemia 
mortalities with radiation exposure. There are 
other leukemogenic hazards, including exposures to 
several organic chemicals. Dr. Cragle is conducting 
followvp studies, but results are not expected to be 
available before the end of 1991. 
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C-71-05 



Finally, in addition to the health hazards from a nuclear 
accident and chronic Tow level radioactive tritium exposure, I ask 
the agency to consider the health hazards resulting from the 
non-radioactive chemical wastes produced by the plant. From the 
Love Canal experience and information gleaned from other industrial 
waste sites, we know that toxic waste that is not radioactive, can 
cause illnesses, miscarriages, and birth defects. The environmental 
impact statement does not include an analysis of pregnancy outcomes, 
birth defects, and unusual incidence of illness in citizens living 
in the SRP area. 



As noted in Section 5.2.2 of this EIS, DOE manages 
its hazardous chemical wastes in accordance with 
applicable Federal and state regulations. Also, 
please see the response to Comment C-15-04 on 
epi demi ol ogi cal studi es . 
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C-72 STATEMENT OF JAMES BOURNE 

P.O. BOX 2262 
GEORGETOWN, SC 29442 

I have taken a day off from work to come 125 miles to speak out 
against a govt, policy I neither condone nor take lightly. What we 
all are concerned with here today can be summed up in any one of an 
infinite array of words and sentences. To be sure, we really need 
C-72-01 put forth but a single word. The word that is secretly acknowledge Comments noted, 

all but seldom heard of anyone the word? POISON. 

When I see or hear or hear the word TRITIUM, that "Secret" word 
springs to mind above all others: POISON 



A few weeks ago I received in the mail the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement from the U.S. Oept. of Energy. This proved to be 
quite a formidable document and most certainly did not encourage me 
to sit down with it for a long night of facinating perusal of it 
contents. I did, however, skim some of its more salient sections. 
I was looking for something. I found many sentences passages, some 
rather impenetrable analysis of technical data and problems, many 
esoteric buzz words but that which I was looking for I did not 
find. I did however, find it in many disguises, plutonium-238, 
gamma - emitting radionuclides, strontuim - 90, cesium - 137, and, 
of course, tritium, all of these radioactive monstrosities share one 
egregious commonality: 

They are all POISON. 

But not your ordinary, run-of-the-mill, garden varity of 
poison. These are special poisons. They last a very long time once 
loosed upon the air we breathe, the water we drink and the food we 
eat. Our govt is using your and my hard-earned money to manufacture 
unimaginably deadly poisons for the expressed purpose of arming 
nuclear warheads with which to exterminate vast and complex life 
forms. 

I'm sorry I cannot agree with such a policy and I view my 
presence before this body today as the strongest protest I can voice 
against such a policy. I say NO to tritium, NO to strontium-90; NO 
to cesium 137 I say NO to POISON! 

Thank you. 
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COMMENTS OF DANIEL L- SOBELL 

EARTH FIRST 

701 KINGSBRIDGE ROAD 

Columbia, sc 29210 



C-73-01 
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C-73-02 



C-73-03 
C-73-04 



Sirs: 

I am writing to plead with your agency to halt the proposed 
restart of Savannah River Plant. I have lived in SC for the past 11 
years and have only recently become aware of the danger SRF poses 
not only to the South Eastern United States but also to the global 
ecosystem. According to released documents, There are 168 waste 
sites on the ground of SRP that would require apporoximately $10 
billion to clean up. Within these sites some toxic waste stored in 
underground containers have been found to be leaking. It would only 
seem logical to rectify the above mentioned item before any company 
would begin to produce any more waste. This waste is a product of 
the facility producing plutonium and tritanium? 

Plutonium and Tritanium are produced at SRP for the primary 
construction of Nuclear warheads and trigger mechanisms. In this 
age of Disarmament it again appears illogical that any company or 
govt would continue to produce these items when we have the ability 
to maintain our arsenal well into the next century. With a 10-15 
year cushion it would be sensitive to all voters, politicians, and 
beuracrats to use the time period to not only cleanup our mess but 
continue to work on safe methods to produce, use, and dispose of 
nuclear products. If you, the D.O.E. were able to provide us, the 

i-aciHjnfc nf ¥Ua tin {fa/I Qfatac uith a paicnniklo nnarinfao nf 

safety we would probably be more willing to accommodate the 
Facility. History has shown that your agency was and still is not 
able to safeguard. The water around Savannah and other towns have 
been discovered to hold unsafe levels of radiation. Your argument 
for the economic survival of the town(s) supporting SRP is invalid 
also. 



It is true that the community surrounding SRP is dependent upon 
the facility. So were the towns and cities the supported World War 
II. Many private factories were converted to defense oriented 
production during the war. When the war ended these factories were 



Please see the response to Comment C-05-03 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the response to Comment C-01-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 



Please see the response to Comment C -01-02 on safety. 



DOE is not aware of any unsafe levels of radiation 
in local or regional drinking water supplies. DOE 
regularly monitors the levels of radioactivity in 
the drinking water of Savannah and other cities and 
towns; as reported on the Annual Environmental 
Reports, they are well below EPA drinking-water 
standards. 
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C-73-05 



returned to production for the commercial and private sectors. 
Sirs, the Cold War is overl We do not need to continue production 
as it were still going on. If necessary you, the federal govt, can 
step in and assist the communities in becoming self suportive w/out 
SRP. I am in favor of a larger deficit rather than a large number 
of dying people and animals as a result of other species. We must 
coexist with our neighbor in the ecosystem we call planet Earth in 
order to survive. Please for the sake of all humans, living and yet 
to be born as well as all other forms of life, Don't restart SRP. 
Find a way to control the damage already caused and methods to 
completely insure that more damage and waste is not created. After 
all its our world. We have to live (or die) in it. 

Respectfully, 



Please see the response to Comment C— 1—01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 
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Daniel L. Sobell 
701 Kingsbridge Road 
Columbia, SC 29210 
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A-01 STATEMENT OF HONORABLE H. 0. WEEKS 

MAYOR, CITY OF AIKEN 

"K", "L" and "P" Reactors Startup 

A-01-01 I had the privilege of attending the first announcement of the Comments noted, 

Savannah River Plant which was November 28, 1950. Since that time I 
have continued my support of the improvements and operations at the 
plant- I have supported the NPR location at SRS and now I support 
the restart of the "K", "L", and "P" Reactors since we feel that 
sufficient studies have been made in the past and that the reactor 
can be restarted with no adverse impact on the environment. 

Our City Council has gone on record several times in support of the 
New Production Reactor and the restart of the Reactors. Our Council 
adopted a resolution urging Congress to proceed with the funding of 
the NPR at the earliest possible time and the restart of the 
^ Reactors. 

£° With the outstanding safety record that has been established over 

the years in operating the Reactors presently on the plant site, the 
excellent supervision that has been provided by DOE and the 
commitment of Westinghouse to continue to operate in a safe 
environment, we strongly urge DOE and Congress to proceed as rapidly 
as possible with the start-ups. 

We do not feel that it will be a detriment to the environment. With 
so many safeguards that have been built into the reactor for. reactor 
safety we feel confident that it will not have a negative impact 
upon the environment. 

Our Council is unanimous in support of the NPR and the start up of 
the Reactors and so are the ovei-whelming majority of our citizens. 
As Mayor I have the privilege of having daily contact with hundreds 
of our citizens and NONE have expressed any desire to see the 
project nflt go forth as rapidly as possible. 

We have faith in our friends who live, work and play among us who 
would be operating these Reactors and who have done an excellent job 
these past 39 years. 

DOE and all its predecessors have monitored these conditions with 
utmost diligence and integrity. We appreciate that- 

For the defense of our country I say let's get on with the restart 
of the Reactors at SRS. 
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STATEMENT OF TIMOTHY SIMMONS 



MR. SIMMONS: My name is Timothy Simmons. I am the Chairman of 
the Board of the Greater Aiken Chamber of Commerce. I represent 
business in the Aiken community. Aside from the obvious positive 
economic benefits that the Savannah River Site provides the Aiken 
community, the Savannah River Site has ensured the safety of our 
free enterprise system over the past 40 years, maintaining the 
strong nuclear deterrent that's kept our adversaries at bay and has 
ensured the freedom of this nation and the free enterprise system 
that is the basis of this nation. 

The Greater Aiken Chamber of Commerce, on that basis, strongly 
supports the Savannah River Site, its mission, and recommends and 
supports the startup of the three reactors. From a personal 
standpoint, I personally know many of the fine, top quality people 
who work at the Savannah River Site, the scientists, the engineers. 
These people live in the Aiken area, 80 percent of them retire in 
the Aiken area and stay here to live. They are insiders, they are 
educated concerning the operation of the Savannah River Site. They 
know what goes on out there. If there were any problems with the 
operation of the Savannah River Site from a safety or environmental 
standpoint, they certainly would not want to remain in the Aiken 
area. These people are top quality people. I have full faith that 
they are doing everything that is necessary to ensure that the Aiken 
community is not placed in any undue risk. I have the same faith in 
those individuals, if not more so, as I have in the pilot of an 
airplane when I step onboard to take a flight. And I feel that I am 
certainly at a lot less risk living near the Savannah River Site 
than I would be in flying in an airplane. 

And the goal of the Savannah River Site, as mentioned, is 
certainly much more important to this nation than individuals 
getting on an airplane and flying. I myself, personally, support 
the Savannah River Site, its mission, and hopefully, the reactors 
will get started in the near future, and hopefully, we can get on 
with maintaining the defense of this nation. It would be foolish to 
advocate unilateral disarmament at this point. Freedom is breaking 
out all over, the old guard is dying off, and new people are coming 
up with new ideas in Eastern Europe and the rest of this world. But 
at this point, it is too soon to eliminate the strong nuclear 
deterrent that we had that has brought about the changes in the 
world. Thank you very much. 
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Comments noted. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE IRENE RUDNICK 



REP. RUDNICK: Mr. Cumbee, Mr. Patterson, I speak in favor of 
the restart of the reactors at the Savannah River Site. The United 
States must maintain a nuclear deterrent. Certainly, all of us are 
grateful for the easing of tensions between the United States and 
the USSR, and the beginning of democracy in Eastern Europe. But, no 
one knows what the Soviet Union will be like if Gorbachev stays or 
how long he will be President of the Soviet Union. Furthermore, 
countries under the control of butchers and madmen such as Iran, 
Iraq, Syria and Libya, will soon have, if they don't already, 
nuclear devices. The United States cannot afford to be at anyone 
else's mercy, for a nation to be unprepared is the way to Pearl 
Harbor. And to plead for mercy is the way to Auschwitz. The way to 
peace with other nations is to be fair and to be respectful in the 
dealings with other nations, and for other nations to know that the 
United States d<*a1s from a present of strength. The Savannah River 
Site will give us that strength. 

The Savannah River Site is operated by professionals, whose top 
concern is the health and safety of the people working at the Site, 
and the health and safety of the people living around the Site. No 
scientific study has ever revealed that the Site poses any health, 
safety or environmental hazards to anyone living around the Site. 
Certainly, there have been problems, which there will be when there 
are 16,000 people employed. But it should be pointed out that these 
problems have been promptly addressed. 

I and the tens of thousands of other people living near the 
Savannah River Site have no qualms about the operation of the 
plant. The nuclear genie will never get back in the bottle, and 
that is a fact that we must all realize. Thank you. 



Response 



Comments noted. 
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STATEMENT OF RALPH CULLINAN 
LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
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MR. CULLINAN: My name is Ralph Cullinan. I am a legislative 
representative for the County Counsel. Senator Thurmond regrets 
that he Mas unable to attend this hearing because of a previous 
commitment, but he asked me to read his statement. Before that, I 
would also like to read a statement that I have been authorized to 
do for the Lower Savannah Council of Governments. 

First is the statement from the Lower Savannah Council of 
Governments. Whereas, the Board of Directors of Lower Savannah 
Council of Governments is concerned for the environmental and 
economic well-being of the six-county region, and whereas the United 
States Department of Energy has prepared a draft Environmental 
Impact Statement concerning the continued operation of K-, L-,and 
P-reactors, and whereas, said statement indicates the potential 
environmental risk of operating the three reactors are within 
acceptable limits, therefore, be it resolved by the Board of 
Directors of the Lower Savannah Council of Governments that the 
continued operation of the K-, L-, and P-reactors is hereby 
endorsed. Be it further resolved that the United States Department 
of Energy and the Westinghouse Savannah River Company be encouraged 
to continue to inform local officials of any adverse environmental 
impacts resulting from the continued operation of the K-, L-, and 
P-reactors. Adopted this day, the sixth of June, 1990. Signed by 
the Director Matt Thompson, ami Matt Rice, Chairmen of Loner 
Savannah Council of Governments. 

[Mr. Cullinan submitted a resolution, sealed and signed by the 
Savannah Council of Governments. DOE has placed copies of the 
resolution in the Public Reading Rooms.] 

I will next read Senator Thurmond 's statement (Senator 

Thurmond 's statement (A-92) is presented separately.] 

[Mr. Cullinan also submitted the following statement.] 



Comments noted, 
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STATEMENT ON SRS REACTOR RESTART 

As a former employee of the duPont Company, I worked at U.S. 
nuclear plants in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, Hanford, Washington and also 
SRS. At no time during this 25 year period did I witness anything 
but total concern on the part of management for the safety of 
employees and the general public. Proof of such dedication is seen 
in SRS record of 38 years without a fatality due to radiation. 
Further demonstration is the consistently low exposure levels 
recorded annually and also the world-class safety records of SRS 
empl oyees . 

Regarding protection of the environment, I've never heard of 
another industrial plant where this factor received more attention! 
From the establishment of ecological base-levels before construction 
in 1952 to the present highly regarded Environmental Park, all 
effects of radiation on nature have been carefully monitored. The 
idea that some environmental diaster will follow a reactor start-up 
is utter fantasy; particularly after years of operation with up to 5 
reactors on line. 



le Department of Energy is certainly correct in holding these 
is and carefully evaluating all comments. I'm confident that 



Th< 
hearings and carefully evaluating 

when all is done, the decision will be to start the reactors in 
order to continue the peace through strength that we've all enjoyed, 
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In urging you to restart the reactors, I quote an Arab saying, 
"The dogs bark and the caravan moves on." 
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RESOLUTION 



ENDORSING CONTINUOUS OPERATION OF K, L, AND P REACTORS 



WHEREAS, the Boird of Directors of Ibt Lower Savannah Council of 
Governments is concerned for the environmental and economic well being of the six county 
region, and 

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy has prepared a draft 
Environmental Impact Statement concerning the continued operaton of K, L, and P 
Reactors; and 
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WHEREAS, said draft statement indicates the potential environmental risk 
of operating, the three reactors arc within acceptable limits; 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 
Lower Savannah Council of Governments that the continued operation of the K, L, and P 
Reactors is hereby endorsed. 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the United States Department of 
Energy and the Westlnghome - Savannah River Company be encouraged to continue to 
inform local officials of any adverse environmental impacts resulting from the continued 
operations of the K, L, and P Reactors. 

ADOPTED THIS THE (g DAYOp J.^j 1990 



u±. 




Executive Director 

Lower Savanna)) Council of Governments 



^%£<<2 
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.<~g~cl: 



Chairman 

Lower Savannah Council of Governments 




SEAL OF LOWER SAVANNAH 
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE FRED CAVANAUGH 
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DOE Hearing on the EIS to Re-start Reactors 

Mr. Chairman, Committee Members and Ladies and Gentlemen, 

My name is Fred Cavanaugh and I'm here to speak not only as a 
resident of the City of Aiken, but as a husband and the father of 
two young boys, a city councilman and Mayor Pro Tern of the Aiken 
City Council, and as an employee of the Westinghouse Savannah River 
Co. 

Our family moved to Aiken in April 1953. We thought Aiken was a 
wonderful place to live then and now in 1990 we think it's an even 
better place to live and raise our family. My family is the most 
important thing to me on this earth. Believe me if I felt this area 
was environmentally unsafe or for any other reason I wouldn't be 
sitting here now. To me one of the greatest testimonies that 
indicates the confidence in the Westinghouse Savannah River Co. and 
the safety at SRS is the fact that Aiken continues; to grow, large 
numbers of retirees remain in Aiken and people continue to come to 
SRS to work. 

As Mayor Pro Tern I'm privileged to represent over 18,000 residents 
of Aiken. While I don't propose to speak for each one of them 1 can 
say that I have never had one person tell me that they oppose the 
SRS and or reactor restart. On the other hand I've had many 
residents express their support to SRS. Without question the vast 
majority of Aiken residents, including me, support the Savannah 
River Site and the reactor restarts as soon as the Dept. of Energy 
and the Westinghouse Savannah River Co. concur on the startup date. 

Mr. Chairman, I have neither heard nor seen any technically 
defensible reasons why these reactors should not be re-started. 
This site has been in operation now for almost 40 years and there 
has been ail proven, factual negative effect on the environmental 
health of either the employees or the public in surrounding towns. 
While some people will try scare tactics, and comparisons with 
non-similar reactors, the same people are also willing to risk the 
disarmament of our country, I'm glad to see that our President, his 
administration, the Dept. of Energy and those that speak in support 



Comments noted. 
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of re-start are not willing for our country to be open to this risk. 
The facts are clear, the U.S. nuclear defensive strength has been 
one of the most important factors for peace in the last fifteen (15) 
years. Our country, thank God, is still the leader of the free 
world and must continue to be for many reasons. But, to be the 
leader we must continue to have a strong nuclear deterent - a 
deterent we hope and pray will never be used. 

I'd like to take a moment and address the area of safety. From an 
industrial safety standpoint, facts distributed in Oct. 1988 stated 
that an employee at SRS was approximately 20 times less likely to 
suffer personal injury than one would be at a typical commercial 
nuclear reactor power plant. Also, that one at SRS was 
approximately 3 times safer than at another typical DOE site. 

Concerning nuclear safety the records indicate that during the 
entire 38+ years of service at SRS there has never been an incident 
that put our surrounding communi tees at risk. And there has never 
been an injury or death related to a nuclear incident. 

This is a marvelous safety record. And if it's compared to others 
such as 50,000 traffic deaths a year, or an estimate of 5,000,000 
children who smoke and are now living in our country who will die 
from smoke related disease this safety performance becomes even more 
important and significant. 

Yes, the facts prove that you and I are more likely to be injured in 
our cars going to and from the SRS than we are at work there. 
Likewise, the facts show that one receives more radiation exposure 
from natural causes each year, by a vast amount, than they would by 
working at or near SRS. Page 3-50 of the EIS Report shows on 
average we would get approximately 361.1 MREM from natural and 
medical causes compared to 0.1 MREM from SRS. 

Mr. Chairman and Secretary Watkins, this community has worked 
harmoniously with the SRS for almost 40 years, and SRS employees 
have been important citizens to this community; it has been a very 
good relationship, and we look forward to it continuing with no ill 
effects. 



A-05-02 



I ask you to study the facts, and make your decisions based on the 
facts, and not the rhetoric and innuendos that you'll hear. Our 



The EIS provides the necessary information to ensure 
that environmental amenities and values receive 
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nation needs these reactors up and running, our community supports 
it. Our country must continue to maintain a strong nuclear deterent. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my thoughts. 



appropriate consideration in the decisionmaking, 
along with economic and technical considerations. 
The Final EIS incorporates and addresses public 
comments on the Draft EIS. 
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I am David Albright, Senior Staff Scientist at the Federation 
of American Scientists. The Federation, founded in 1945, is the 
oldest organization in the world devoted to ending the nuclear arms 
race. It is currently composed of about 4,000 natural and social 
scientists and engineers interested in the problems of science and 
society. 

I appreciate the opportunity to address this hearing on the 
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) on the restart of the 
Savannah River reactors. 

SUMMARY 

The draft environmental impact statement on the Savannah River 
reactors is seriously flawed in its assessment of future 
requirements for tritium and alternatives to the continued operation 
of the aged Savannah River reactors. Three of the major flaws are: 

• The DEIS bases its assessment of future tritium requirements on 
an obsolete Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum. At the very 
least, the DEIS should be redone reflecting reduced U.S. /Soviet 
tensions, the START treaty, and political changes in Europe 
that have already led to cancellations of tactical nuclear 
weapons. 



The Department of Energy produces tritium (and other 
nuclear materials) as directed by the Nuclear 
Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM), which 
determines the need for defense materials, and which 
is approved by the President. The most recent NWSM, 
approved by President Bush on July 12, 1990, was 
used in calculating the demand for new production of 
tritium in Appendix A. In addition, Appendix A 
considers a potential reduced-need scenario for 
tritium. 

Because detailed information on defense need 
involves national security information, nuclear 
material requirements and the production 
capabilities required to meet these demands are 
discussed in a classified appendix (Appendix A) of 
the EIS. This classified appendix was not 
distributed with the main document, but will be 
considered by DOE decisionmakers; it is available to 
those meeting security requirements. Unclassified 
information from Appendix A is included in Section 
1.2 of the EIS. 
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The DEIS unduly dismisses the alternative of not restarting 
these reactors. The DEIS does not consider several non-reactor 
alternatives for obtaining tritium that could eliminate the 
need to restart the Savannah River reactors. 



Section 2.4 of the Draft and Final EIS discusses 
other production options; however, these options do 
not meet the need las discussed in Section 1.2. 



A-06-03 



A-06-04 
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• The DEIS assumes that the Savannah River reactors might be 
needed to produce weapon-grade plutonium. However, there is 
absolutely no need to produce additional amounts of plutonium 
for nuclear weapons. This is an ideal time to permanently halt 
plutonium production through agreement with the Soviet Union, 

I. THE DEIS OSES AN OBSOLETE DOCUMENT TO ESTABLISH FUTURE TRITIUM 
REQUIREMENTS 

The basis for the analysis of future tritium requirements in 
this DEIS is the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum (NWSM) 
approved by President Reagan on January 19, 1989 [see DEIS, p. 
1-3]- This memorandum predates the historic events in Europe that 
are leading to sizeable budget cuts in U.S. defense, programs and 
continued reductions in the size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. 



Although these momentous changes are acknowledged as 
potentially significant in the DEIS, they are treated as essentially 
irrelevant to the Department of Energy's plans to restart the 
Savannah River reactors: 



Section 1.2 of the EIS states that, "(a)Hhough not 
currently anticipated, a need for the production of 
weapons-grade plutonium in SRS reactors could 
develop in the future." 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on need. 



According to recent Congressional testimony, the government 
has been unable to finalize a new Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 
Hemorandum (NWSM) "due most significantly to DOE's continuing 
difficulties in being able to maintain the production complex in a 
fully operating form" [Testimony of Robert Barker, Assistant to the 
Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy), D00, Hearing before the 
Subcommittee on Energy and Hater Development on the Energy and Hater 
Development Appropriations for 1991, Hearing U.S. House of 
Representatives, March 12, 1990, Part 6, p.S3l]. The Nuclear 
Weapons Council, which is composed of representatives of both the 
DOE and the 000, recently approved a delay in submitting the NWSM to 
the President from October until early next year [Ibid., p. 620]. 
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"The potential exists that material requirements could decrease 
in the future due to the changing world geopolitical situation 
(e.g. potential Strategic Arms Reduction Talks [sic] Treaties; 
potential reduction of U.S. tactical presence in the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization) and budget constraints. A 
qualitative analysis indicated that although the potential for 
significant reductions to Material requirements exists, it is 
not likely that the requirements for the near term will change 
significantly. This is due to the long lead time, following 
enactment of a treaty, before recycled materials from retired 
weapons would become available. Thus, although material 
requirements might change in the future, the current NHSM 
remains the basis for the analysis in this EIS." [DEIS p. 1-3]. 

The DEIS simply ignores several important developments: 

• The agreement by the United States and the Soviet Union to 

i complete a START treaty by the end of this year. Since the 

^J tritium in nuclear weapons is contained in removable 

t*> reservoirs, the tritium in the warheads scheduled to be retired 

under the START treaty could be obtained much earlier than the 
date the warheads are actually dismantled, or in fact even 
before the delivery vehicles are destroyed under the treaty. 

• The recent agreement between the United States and the Soviet 
Union to begin negotiating even deeper cuts in strategic 
nuclear forces after the START treaty is signed. 

• President Bush's announcement on Nay 3 to cancel two major 
tactical nuclear programs, the Fol 1 ow-on-to-Lance missile and a 
new 155-millimeter artillery shell. "As democracy comes to 
Eastern Europe and Soviet troops return home, there is less 
need for nuclear systems of the shortest range, 11 the President 
said. These reduced tensions are also expected to lead the 
United States to withdraw a few thousand battlefield nuclear 
weapons in Europe. 

• Secretary of Defense Cheney's recent announcement to cut the 
number of B-2 "stealth" bombers from 132 to 75, which will 
result in a reduced need for strategic bombs and air-to-surface 
missiles. 
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• increasing calls in Congress for the Bush Administration to cut 
major nuclear weapons programs in order to achieve significant 
reductions in the overall defense budget. 

• The Rocky Flats Plant near Denver, which is the only 
production-scale plant in the complex capable of making 
plutonium triggers for weapons, has been closed since late last 
year. As a result, warhead production schedules are slipping, 
which will mean that tritium requirements will also slip. 

The DEIS's simplistic analysis of future tritium requirements 
could leave the unwary reader with the impression that the U.S. 
government is not preparing for the possibility that the Savannah 
River reactors do not restart on schedule. That such planning is 
occurring can be seen in the written response of John C. Tuck, Under 
Secretary and Acting Assistant Secretary for Defense Programs, 
Department of Energy, to questions submitted by Chairman Tom Bevill 
in the March 12, 1990 hearing before the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Development of the Committee on Appropriations. 

QUESTION: What contingency plans have been developed by the 
Department in the event of a tritium shortfall? 

ANSWER: If for some reason, the Savannah River reactors were 
not to restart, significant risks in meeting essential tritium 
demands for the stockpile would begin to be incurred... 
{deleted] The Department of Defense has developed, at the 
direction of the President, a set of stockpile contingencies in 
response to various tritium production levels. 

The DEIS should include an analysis of future tritium 
requirements that takes account of these recent developments. The 
Pentagon is clearly considering adjustments in its plans in case the 
Savannah River reactors do not restart as planned. The DEIS should 
at least incorporate similar contingencies as alternatives to 
restarting these reactors. 

II. THE DEIS UNREASONABLY DISMISSES OR IGNORES NON^REACTOR 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE RESTART OF THE SAVANNAH RIVER REACTORS 



The proposed action includes a number of operational 
modes for the reactors from power operation to cold 
standby as the need for materials changes. Appendix 
A analyzes the nuclear material requirements of the 
1990 NWSM and the options to supply such materials 
including resumption of production by SRS reactors. 
In addition, a potential reduced-need scenario was 
evaluated and is considered in this EIS. 



STRETCHING CURRENT SUPPLIES OF TRITIUM 
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The Department of Energy and the Pentagon can take a number of 
steps to extend the current supply of tritium for several years 
without significantly affecting U.S. national security. These 



include: 
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Cannibalize enhanced radiation warheads, which use large 
amounts of tritium. The authors of the Nuclear Weapons 
Databook estimate that the United States has about 400 neutron 
warheads. These battlefield warheads, which are low-yield 
(about one-kiloton) thermonuclear weapons that use the neutrons 
released rather than the blast as the primary source of damage, 
have questionable military usefulness. Intended for deployment 
in Europe, they have remained in the United States because NATO 
allies oppose having these warheads deployed on their 
territories. According to government sources, each warhead 
contains roughly 15 grams of tritium, for a total of about 6 
kilograms of tritium in all 400 warheads when they are fully 
loaded. This is the equivalent to roughly a one-year supply. 

Eliminate the yield options in some nuclear weapons. One way 
to vary a warhead's yield is to control the amount of tritium 
used in the explosion. Several tritium bottles or "reservoirs" 
are placed in a warhead, and the yield is controlled by the 
number of reservoirs emptied into the core during the firing 
sequence. Eliminating yield options in a fraction of weapons 
would allow a significant amount of tritium to be recovered 
from the extra reservoirs for use in other weapons. 

Accelerate retirement of older warheads, such as those on 
Poseidon missiles, tactical gravity bombs, and battlefield 
nuclear weapons. Early retirement of the nuclear artillery 
shells and short-range nuclear missiles in Europe could result 
in a tritium savings equivalent to about a one-year supply. 

Stretch or thin out deployment of new warheads and bombs on 
nonessential or unreliable weapons systems, such as the nuclear 
tipped sea-launched cruise missile and the B-18 penetrating 
bomber. Such a step might take place in any case because of 
the continuing problems at the Rocky Flats Plant. 

Continue to minimize the size of the tritium processing 
pipeline. Although this option has been extensively pursued by 
the Department of Energy, further savings should be sought. 



The analysis provided in Appendix A includes an 
evaluation of measures to extend the usefulness of 
the existing tritium inventory; however, the actions 
suggested are beyond the scope of this EIS and will 
not permit DOE to satisfy the requirements imposed 
by the current NWSM. 
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Keep reservoirs in warheads longer than is now the custom. 
Whether this could result in more than a minor degradation in 
yield depends on warhead design and the range of yields 
maintained. 

Put less tritium in new reservoirs but replenish the supply 
more often. For example, one of the reasons for a large 
tritium production requirement is longer warhead replenishment 
cycles in newer warheads. According to administration sources 
cited in the New York Times , the new generation of submarine 
launched weapons have maintenance cycles of ten years or longer 
compared to a 4 to 6 year cycle for most of the currently 
stockpiled weapons. Such a shift requires a greater amount of 
tritium in newer warheads than in the ones being replaced, and 
hence a larger total tritium inventory. Shortening the cycles 
would thus reduce the tritium requirement. However, this step 

CO 

tri 



uld be counterproductive if its primary result were more 
itium circulating in the replenishment "pipeline." 



A few of the options discussed above involve borrowing against 
future production of tritium. However, deferring tritium production 
requirements to future years, when anticipated reductions in 
strategic nuclear forces, is an attractive strategy for dealing with 
near-term shortages. 

ARMS REDUCTION AGREEMENTS 

The most significant factor affecting the need for new tritium 
is the potential for deep reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the 
United States and the Soviet Union. If the total number of U.S. 
weapons decreases faster than the rate that tritium decays, in 
principle the tritium needed to replenish the remaining weapons 
could be obtained from the dismantled weapons. 

START Treaty: The United States and the Soviet Union have 
agreed to complete work on the START treaty this year. This treaty 
would provide the United States with a significant tritium savings. 
If under such an agreement the United States retires only 2,000 
nuclear warheads and bombs, each containing a nominal 4 grams of 



Response 



DOE has revised Section 1.2 of the EIS to clarify 
that the NWSM, which is issued annually, considers 
changes in the world geopolitical situation. 

Recycling is being performed. Section 1.2 discusses 
recycling facilities and the recycling of materials 
from retired weapons. The supply of materials from 
recycling is considered in Appendix A in analyzing 
the need for continued operation of the reactors. 
Also, please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on 
the need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 
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tritium, the United States would obtain enough tritium from retired 
weapons to replenish the remaining warheads for about two years. 

START II Treaty: Following the signing of the START treaty, 
the United States and the Soviet Union agreed at the recent 
Bush/Gorbachev summit in Washington, D.C. to begin negotiations at 
the earliest practical date for even deeper cuts in their strategic 
nuclear arsenals. As part of an effort to reduce incentives for a 
nuclear first strike, the two sides agreed to "seek measures that 
reduced the concentration of warheads on strategic delivery vehicles 
as a whole, including measures related to the question of heavy 
missiles and MIRVed ICBMs." 3 

Although neither side has publicly stated the level of 
reductions that might be achieved under a START II treaty, I have 
calculated tritium requirements under two credible scenarios that 
o would leave the United States with a total nuclear arsenal of 10,000 

J^ and 5,000 nuclear warheads (see Table). If this treaty is ratified 

v£> in 1995 and the arsenal is shrunk to 10,000 weapons, tritium 

production would not need to resume for about 10 years after this 
ratification date, or until about the year 2005. If the arsenal is 
reduced to 5,000 weapons, tritium production would not need to be 
resumed until after 20)5. 

Deeper Cuts: If the United States and the Soviet Union 
implement a nuclear weapons reductions agreement that would leave 
each side with only 2,000 nuclear weapons by the end of this 
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The total U.S. nuclear arsenal is estimated by authors of the 
Nuclear Weapons Databook at about 21,000 warheads. Of these, about 
12,700 warheads are currently in the strategic arsenal and the rest 
are in the tactical stockpile. A reduction of 2,000 warheads is 
therefore about a 15 percent cut in the strategic arsenal. An 
arsenal of 19,000 warheads would require about 76,000 grams of 
tritium, assuming each warhead contains about 4 grams of tritium. 
Since tritium decays at the rate of about 5 percent a year, each 
year about 4 kilograms of tritium would be needed to replenish this 
many weapons. 

The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, "Joint 
Statement on Future Negotiation on Nuclear and Space Arms and 
Further Enhancing Strategic Stability," June 1, 1990. 
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century, then the United States would not have to produce any more 
tritium until after the year 2030. 

III. PERMANENTLY HALTING PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION FOR WEAPONS 

PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION CAPABILITY IS UNNECESSARY 

The DEIS states that a need for the production of weapon-grade 

plutonium in the Savannah River reactors could develop in the future 

[DEIS, p. 1-4]. However, there is no need to produce more plutonium 
for nuclear weapons. t 

The United States can maintain a nuclear arsenal of roughly the 
present size and composition for many decades, by,using presently 
available alternatives that could eliminate the need to maintain a 
capability to produce weapon-grade plutonium in the Savannah River 
reactors. These alternatives primarily involve techniques and 
procedures to manage more effectively the existing inventory of 
plutonium. They include: 

• Continuing to develop more realistic projections of the 
number of nuclear weapons that are necessary to build; 

• More closely matching the retirement of obsolete weapons 
with the deployment of new weapons; 

• More efficiently processing plutonium in the warhead 
fabrication and dismantlement system. 

The START treaty will result in a large plutonium surplus, even 
if the START agreement leads to a reduction in the U.S. nuclear 
arsenal of only about 2,000 weapons. Assuming 3-4 kilograms of 
plutonium per warhead, this many warheads would contain about 6,000 
to 8,000 kilograms of plutonium. 



add 



These options are considerably cheaper than producing 
duoitional plutonium or rebuilding production capabilities. 
Permanently halting plutonium production would also eliminate the 
need to operate several old plutonium extraction facilities at the 
Hanford Reservation and Savannah River Plant that are increasingly 
expensive to maintain and operate. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-03 on 
weapons-grade plutonium. 
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ACHIEVING A U.S. -SOVIET BILATERAL HALT TO PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION 

On April 7, 1989 General Secretary Gorbachev announced that the 
Soviet Union had "decided to cease this year the production of 
enriched weapon-grade uranium" for weapons and would shut down 
additional plutonium production reactors over the next few years in 
"yet another major step towards the complete cessation of the 
production of fissionable materials for use in weapons." 

Gorbachev's announcement, combined with the temporary halt to 
U.S. plutonium production, creates a historic opportunity for 
American and Soviet leaders to close down their plutonium production 
facilities permanently through mutual agreement. Last year, the 
House of Representatives overwhelmingly passed legislation calling 
for the U.S. to negotiate a mutual halt to plutonium production for 
weapons . 

Achieving a bilateral halt to plutonium production would 
increase world security and complement, U.S. and Soviet efforts to 
achieve significant reductions in their nuclear arsenals. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The DEIS has not adequately established the need to resume 
operations of these reactors. In fact, the Energy Department 
appears unable or unwilling to estimate accurately its future needs 
for tritium in this document. It continues to emphasize the need 
for large quantities of nuclear materials, and implicitly a large 
nuclear arsenal, at a time when Presidents Bush and Gorbachev are 
finding ways to end the nuclear arms race and reduce the number of 
nuclear weapons in the world. The DEIS should be redone and the 
restart of the Savannah River reactors postponed at least until a 
new DEIS is issued. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation and A-06-03 on 
weapons-grade plutonium. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. 
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ESTIMATED DATE WHEN TRITIUM PRODUCTION HO»U) NEED TO j 

RESUME UNDER A START II TREATY RATIFIED IN 1995 

! 



Final Size of Nuclear Arsenal Year Tritium Production Resumes 

Scenario 1: 10,000 warheads 2006 (11 years) 

Scenario 2: 5,000 warheads 2018 (23 years) 

^ ignore the impact of the tritium pipeline in this 

illustrative estimate. I assume that the current tritium inventory 

is about 100,000 grans of tritium. Under these assumptions, the 

tritium inventory would be about 75, GOG kilograms in 1993, or enough 

tritium to support a nuclear arsenal of almost 19,000 nuclear 

warheads, assuming an average of about 4 grams of tritium in each 

" warhead . 
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A-7 STATEMENT OF THOMAS B. COCHRAN, PH.D. 

TESTIMONY 

TO THE 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CONCERNING 

THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

ON THE 

CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE K, L AND P REACTORS 

9 AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

OB 

June 8, 1990 
Aiken, South Carolina 

My name is Thomas B. Cochran. I as a Senior Staff Scientist 
with the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC). I hold a Ph.D in 
Physics from Vanderbilt University and was a member of the 
Department of Energy's (DOE) Energy Research Advisory Board (ERAB) 
from 1978-1982; DOE's Nuclear Proliferation Advisory Panel 
(1977-79); and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Advisory Panel 
for the Decontamination of the Three Mile Island Unit 2 
(1980-1986). I am also an editor and co-author of the Nuclear 
Weapons Databook series. Volume I, "U.S. Nuclear Forces and 
Capabilities," Volume II, "U.S. Nuclear Warhead Production," Volume 
III, "U.S. Nuclear Warhead Facility Profiles," and Volume IV, 
"Soviet Nuclear Weapons," published by the Bal linger Publishing 
Company. 

The Natural Resources Defense Council is a national non-profit 
environmental organization representing over 160,000 members and 
contributors. NRDC has been working for the past 17 years to ensure 
the safety of DOE's nuclear weapons production facilities and 
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prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. I am pleased to have 
this opportunity to present our views concerning the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed restart of the K, L 
and P reactors at the Savannah River Site. 

The issue at hand boils down to two choices: should we restart 
one or more obsolete SRP reactors and risk a serious nuclear 
accident in order to preserve a stockpile of nuclear weapons at Cold 
War levels? Or, recognizing the profound changes that have occurred 
in the world recently, should we instead choose to ensure the health 
and safety of the citizens of South Carolina and Georgia by placing 
the SRS reactors on cold standby and relying on the tritium supplies 
that will be recovered from the thousands of warheads that will be 
retired over the next several years? The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) should have carefully laid out the pros and cons of 
these two options for public comment and government 
decision-making. Unfortunately, it did not. Instead the Department 
of Energy (DOE) has once again refused to discuss publicly the 
national security implications of reducing the nuclear weapons 
stockpile, and has instead churned out a DEIS that obfuscates the 
risks of continued Savannah River Site operations. 

THE APPROACH TO RESTART TAKEN IN THE DEIS DEFIES LOGIC 



National security implications are not the scope of 
this EIS; Section 4.1.3 discusses risks associated 
with SRS reactor operation. Also, please see the 
response to Comment A-06-01 on classified material. 
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The Savannah River reactors have been shut down, for two 
years. The issue we now face is whether they should be restarted. 
For reasons not at all apparent, the authors of the DEIS cannot 
bring themselves to use the word "restart." Instead, the DEIS 
proposes "to continue to operate K-, L-, and P-Reactprs" (DEIS, 
p. S-l ) . Similarly, when discussing alternatives to restart, the 
DEIS states, "This section describes the actions DOE would take to 
terminate operation of one or two of the SRP reactors in the 
immediate future (i.e., before resuming production)..." (DEIS, 
p. 2-63). This approach is the height of illogic. How can DOE 
"continue to operate" reactors that are not operating? What does it 
mean to "terminate operation of" reactors that have been shut down 
for two years? More fundamentally, should we trust a government 
agency that plays such games, or should we assume it. has something 
to hide? 



The K-reactor was shut down on 10 April 1988; the L-reactor shut 
down on 23 June 1988; the P-reactor shut down on 17 August 1988. 



DOE considers the reactors to be in operation during 
the current modification period, just as NRC 
considers commercial nuclear powerplants that are in 
extended outages for major modifications to be in 
operation and remain under their operating licenses 
in a cold shutdown mode. Section 2.1 and the 
Summary define "continued operation." 
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Comment 



THE DEIS WAS PREPARED BY THE SAME CONSULTING FIRM THAT PREPARED THE 
NOW-DISCREDITED 1984 L-REACTOR EIS 

The DEIS is clearly not the careful work of men and women at 
DOE dedicated to the protection of public health and safety. 
Pages LP-1 to LP-13 of the DEIS indicate that the DEIS was prepared 
by no less than 32 employees of .the NUS Corporation, and only three 
from the DOE (two of the DOE employees prepared the classified 
Appendix -A, and the third prepared the brief sections on Pu-238 
requirements and production alternatives.) Tour other DOE employees 
are listed as reviewers. 

NUS has long specialized in preparation of environmental impact 
statements for the commercial nuclear industry and DOE. Most 
pertinently, the NUS firm prepared the now-discredited 1984 EIS on 
the restart of the L-Reactor at SRP. 2 This is the EIS that said "no 
significant reactor accidents have occurred at the SRP in its 30 
years of operation" (p. G-3) — a misrepresentation exposed by the 
release of a 1985 memorandum prepared by G.C. Ridgely of DOE, 
listing 31 accidents of "most significance." This is the EIS that 
asserted that "fuel melting has never occurred in the SRP reactors" 
(p. G-5) — a Tie exposed by the' same Ridgely memorandum that said a 
fuel assembly had "incurred melting" on 27 December 1970. This is 
the EIS that stated "[i]f there appears to be a significant question 
of reactor safety, the reactor is shut down until it can be 
demonstrated that operation will be within the envelope of 
acceptable conditions required by the reactor operation and 
Technical Standards, which are established by DOE and the operating 
contractor, respectively" (p. 4-45). Constrast this with the 
statement of Richard Starostecki, then Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Energy for Safety, Health and Quality Assurance, who in a 1988 
internal DOE memorandum called the attitude toward safety at SRP "a 
prelude to disaster, as they found at TMI, the Challenger, and 
Chernobyl ." 

NUS 1 discredited 1984 EIS also told us that it was necessary to 
restart the L-Reactor as soon as practicable, which turned out to be 
untrue. The EIS said that L-Reactor operations would be safe — an 



Final Environmental Impact Statement, L-Reactor Operation, Savannah 
River Plant, DOE/EIS-0108, May 1984. 



Response 



DOE accepts responsibility for its EISs, for 
providing its Technical Support Services Contractor 
with the necessary data input and documentation, and 
for performing independent evaluations of the 
information and analyses in its EISs. The List of 
Preparers has been updated in the Final EIS. 



DOE does not agree that the L-Reactor EIS is 
"now-discredited." Accidents and risks presented in 
that EIS fully bounded the "accidents of most 
significance" referred to in this comment. 
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assurance which was refuted repeatedly: first by the Ridgely 
memorandum, then by external safety reviews by the National Academy 
of Sciences/National Academy of Engineering (NAS/NAE), and most 
recently by the two serious human performance failures at the SRS 
reactors in August 1988 and January 1989. 

The DOE has brought scores of additional experts to the SRS to 
prepare reactors for restart, and is spending hundreds of millions 
of dollars in the process. What are we to believe when the DOE 
assigns only three of its own people to prepare, and four to review, 
what should be the most important document related to the restart 
decision? What should we think when the department turns 
responsibility for dealing with public concerns over to an outside 
contractor? The only conclusion can be that the Department does not 
take this EIS seriously. 

FAILURE TO ASSESS ADEQUATELY THE RISK OF CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE 
SRP REACTORS 

DOE, under Secretary Watkins, is to be commended for its 
corrective action program which is designed to be responsive to 
criticisms of the SRS reactors and operating procedures by the 
NAS/NAE, the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facility Safety (ACNFS) 
and internal DOE audits (s_ee DEIS, pp. 2-47 to 2-62); It is clear, 
however, that because of the pressure to resume tritium production, 
the SRP reactors will not be brought up to the safety standards of 
commercial reactors licensed by the NRC and several of the upgrades 
underway will not be completed prior to the time DOE proposes to 
restart the reactors. 

The NAS/NAE concluded that n tt]he existing level of 
understanding of severe accident behavior for the production 
reactors is inadequate to permit a realistic assessment of the 
effectiveness of these designs in mitigating the consequences of 
severe accidents." This conclusion remains valid today. The 
NAS/NAE recommended that the Secretary of Energy "make a prompt and 
realistic assessment of the length of time the existing reactors are 
to operate," and if it is more than a few years the DOE "should 



National Academy of Sciences/ National Academy of Engineering, 
Safety Issues at the Defense Production Reactors: A Report to the 
U.S. Department of Energy {Natl. Academy Pres) 1987, p. 40. 



Page v of the Foreword addresses the events that 
resulted in the current outage. Section 4.1.3 
discusses the "Ridgely memorandum." Concerns of the 
NAS/NAE are discussed in Section 2.1.3.1. 



Please refer to the 
DOE responsibility 



response to Comment A-07-03 on 
for its EISs. 



Sections 2.1.2.8.2 and 2.1.2.7 of the EIS address 
the concerns about ireactor safety and the reactor 
modifications to be completed as safety enhancements 
both before and after resuming operations. As 
stated by Secretary Watkins on several occasions: 
"restart of any of the SR reactors will not be 
authorized until I am personally satisfied that they 
can be operated safely" (Memo, Secretary of Energy 
Watkins to Secretary of Defense Cheney, April 1989). 
In addition, Section 2.1.3.1.2 of the EIS states 
that DOE has a number of activities in progress to 
address aging. The results of these activities Have 
not indicated any life-limiting mechanisms. 
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commit to a severe accident model development and validation." The 
Secretary of Energy has not presented a realistic assessment of the 
length of time DOE proposes to operate the reactors. And while DOE 
has committed to developing a Severe Accident Assessment Program 
(SAAP), very little in terms of results will be forthcoming before 
DOE's planned restart of the reactors. 

One of the recommendations of the NAS/NAE was that DOE complete 
Level 1 and Level 2 probabilistic risk assessments (PRAs) of the SRP 
reactors and subject them to peer review as expeditiously as 
possible. 5 However, DOE is only committing to complete a Level 1 
PRA before restart, and even here there is no commitment for peer 
review before restart. A Level 1 PRA involves general methods of 
analysis that are independent of the reactor design and are 
therefore less useful than Level 2 PRAs, whose methods of analysis 
are plant-design dependent. 



The DEIS presents some accident probability assessment results 
(DEIS, pp. 4-74 to 4-96). However, the analysis is too crude to 
draw the conclusion that the reactors are safe. Furthermore, since 
most of the underlying assumptions are not presented, there is no 
way the public can place confidence, in the results. All we can do 
is form a judgement about what DOE believes is safe enough. DOE 
claims the core damage frequency is 0.0002 per reactor-year. This 
implies that for the three SRP reactors operating over a ten year 



^U-, P- 48. 
5 U., p. 40. 
b DEIS, p. 4-75. 



The Level-1 PRA has been completed and will be 
released to the public after the review for 
Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information is 
completed. The Level-1 PRA has already undergone a 
peer review by groups of experts and will continue 
to undergo peer review for future revisions. 
Section 2.1.3.1 has been revised to discuss these 
groups. 

The information on accident risks in the EIS and the 
referenced SID is consistent with the current state 
of the art for probabilistic risk assessments, and 
contains the best estimates available at the present 
time. The SID, and its underlying assumptions, 
underwent an independent review, to ensure that it 
provides adequate technical information to the 
decisionmaker. 
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period the probability of a severe accident involving core damage is 
0.6 percent during this period (0.0002 x 3 x 10 = 0.006). In other 
words, over a decade of operation a t SRS there is about a 
one-percent chance of an accident comparable to. or l arger than, the 
accident at TMI ■ 

Given, as the NAS/NAE concluded, that our knowledge of the 
severe accident behavior for the production reactors is inadequate 
to permit a realistic assessment of their effectiveness in 
mitigating the consequences of severe accidents, it simply is not 
worth the risk to restart these reactors in the near future and 
operate them for any extended period, unless the tritium to be 
produced is vital to our national security. As explained below, it 
is not. 

THE REACTORS CAN BE PLACED ON COLD STANDBY OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL 
YEARS WITHOUT AFFECTING NATIONAL SECURITY < 

To prop up its argument for restarting the SRS reactors, DOE is 
relying on a Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum prepared by the 
Departments of Defense and Energy in 1988, and approved by President 
Reagan on January 19, 1989. This two year old anallysis has been 
rendered obsolete by events in Europe, and by the Strategic Arms 
Reductions Talks (START). The tritium requirements were formulated 
before the Berlin Wall came down, before Nicolae Ceausescu was 
overthrown in Romania, before democracy in Poland, before Lithuania 
voted for independence, before Yeltsin was elected to head the 
Russian Republic, before the Soviets announced the unilateral 
withdrawal of 1500 nuclear weapons from Eastern Europe, before the 
Kazakh Republic voted to halt nuclear testing at the Semi pal atinsk 
test site, and before the major impediments to a START treaty were 
resolved. The Soviets are shifting to a democratic, multiparty 
government, and a free market economy. They seek our friendship. 
The Cold War is over - a fact acknowledged by President Bush, nearly 
every world leader, the CIA, and almost everyone except a few Cold 
Warriors in the U.S and Soviet militaries. I 

While DOE acknowledges that the world is changing, it argues 
that "although the potential for significant reductions to material 
requirements exists, it is not likely that the requirements for the 
near term will change significantly" (DEIS, p. 1-3):. This statement 
can only mean that the DOE wants to create a tritium reserve or to 



DOE has based the information in this EIS on the 
latest NWSM, which President Bush approved on 
July 12, 1990. In addition, a potential 
reduced-need scenario was evaluated in the 
classified Appendix A, and an unclassified 
discussion of this scenario is presented in Section 
1.2 of this EIS. ' 



Please see the responses to Comments A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and A-06-07 on changes in the world 
geopolitical situation. Discussions of specific 
weapons systems are not within the scope of this EIS. 
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hold on to old warheads that no longer have a mission. If we could 
pry the relevant information out of the classified appendix to the 
DEIS, it would boil down to a simple question: Is DOE proposing to 
risk the lives of the citizens of South Carolina and Georgia by 
restarting these obsolete reactors in order to produce tritium that 
will never be needed? 

Enough public information exists to allow an informed judgement 
about tritium needs. Currently, the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile 
stands at about 20,750 weapons. Most of these - about 20,000 
warheads - rely on tritium (see. Table 1; the W33/8-inch artillery 
shells do not use tritium). The tritium recovered from retired 
warheads can be used to replenish the tritium in the active 
stockpile that is lost through radioactive decay. Thus, restart of 
the SRS reactors can be avoided if we can identify realistic 
reductions in the number of warheads that rely on tritium at a rate 

equivalent to the rate tritium decays — about 5.5 percent per year. 

i 

°° At this rate, we would have to reduce the size of the stockpile 

-*4 by 4000 warheads over the next four years, and by an additional 4600 

warheads by the end of the decade [£££ Table 2]. The START treaty, 
which will almost surely be signed before the end of 1990, will 
reduce the U.S. strategic arsenal by 3000 warheads by 1998. The 
U.S. has just over 4000 nuclear warheads, nuclear artillery shells 
and bombs currently deployed in seven West European countries ( see 
Table 3). These are for the purpose of deterring the Warsaw Pact, 
which no longer exists as an effective military force. Over 
twenty-five hundred of these nuclear weapons are based in Germany. 
They most assuredly will have to be removed. The U.S. Navy has over 
1000 tactical nuclear weapons, including over 300 SLCMs and over 700 
depth bombs. We retain these only because the U.S. refuses to 
engage in naval arms control talks with the Soviets. 

During the next decade some of the existing warheads in the 
stockpile will be replaced with more modern designs. The 
W88/Trident II D5 Warhead, currently in production, is the only new 
warhead that is likely to require more tritium than the warhead it 
replaces (the W68/Poseidon C3 warhead). Even if the tritium 
requirements of the W88 were twice that of the W68, the impact of 
this added demand aver the next decade could be offset by the 
retirement of about 200 additional warheads per year, or 2000 over a 
decade. In sum, we can defer tritium production for at least a 
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period of six to ten years . While some nay argue this tim^-franr- ^ 
a few yea r s more or less than esti Bated, the only decision that has 
to be made today is whether we can defer the restart decision and 
revisit it at a later date. Clearly «e can. 

So what is the prudent policy regarding the SRS reactors? 
We believe it is to complete the safety upgrades and place the 
facilities on cold standby. It is not worth the risk to restart 
these reactors when we can safely nine the nuclear weapons stockpile 
for tritium for years to cone. 

THE DEIS IS SO INADEQUATE THAT IT MUST BE REISSUED FOR COMMENT 

The DEIS is so flawed that it does not permit adequate review 
and therefore oust be reissued for public comment prior to 
preparation of a final EIS. The Federal regulations governing the 
preparation of EIS's state very clearly: "If a draft statecent is 
so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the agency shall 
prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion." 
40 C.F.R. §1502.9. Moreover, the case law is clear than an 
inadequate EIS cannot be "cured" by the summary addition of 
information in the final EIS or a supplemental EIS. As one court 
held: 

There cannot be responsible decision-waking when data appears 
in the final EIS without being subject to the critical 
evaluation that occurs in the draft state. ...The failure to 
include — data in the draft impact statement denied the 
plaintiffs the "opportunity to test, assess, and evaluate the 
data and make an inforned judgment as to the validity of the 

conclusions to be drawn therefroa." 

The DEIS fails to face up fully and fairly to the fundamental 
issues involving the SRS reactors. The DEIS simply does not 
adequately assess the need for, impacts of, and alternatives to the 
operation of the SRS reactors. As such, the DEIS violates NEPA and 
deprives the DOE, Congress and the public of a critical 
decision-making tool. 



The EIS presents the evaluation results of an 
extremely complex, major Federal action at a Tevel 
of detail consistent with the letter and intent of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and 
presents and evaluates information on a full range 
of alternatives in a manner that can be read and 
understood by a wide range of public and agency 
reviewers and DOE decisionmakers. Also, DOE 
considers the Draft EIS to be a thorough and 
accurate analysis of the environmental issues 
associated with continued operation of K-, L-, and 
P-fteactors in accordance with NEPA and CEQ 
regulations. 



Appalachian Mountain Club v. Brinegar . 394 F. Supp. 105, 121-1Z2. 
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A-8 STATEMENT OF BRIAN COSTNER 

MR. COSTNER: My name is Brian Costner. I am Director of the 
Energy Research Foundation in Columbia, South Carolina. 

I want to address two issues today. First of all, one that has 
been mentioned by Mr. Cochran previously, and Mr. Patterson is 
certainly very aware of it at this point, and that is the issue of 
whether or not this is in fact a draft Environmental Impact 
Statement on continuing to operate a reactor or on restart. It 
seems clear that within DOE, certainly here at the Savannah River 
Plant, that most of the agencies and most of the employees who are 
involved in this continuing reactor operation program are in fact 
going to offices that probably have signs over the door that say, 
"Restart Program." I think that it is unfortunate that they chose a 
draft EIS to talk about a continuing reactor operation; I also think 

i that it is very significant that they chose those words. 

w If you look at the history of how this EIS came about, what you 

see is that very clearly in 1988, unlike the description in the 
draft EIS, but much more similar to the description that Mr. Beard 
privileged in testimony in Columbia a few days ago, there are very 
significant reasons for closing down the reactors and deciding not 
to restart them. And in fact, in the fall of 1988, a very dramatic 
program began to take place, and that program was geared to trying 
to restart the reactors, not trying to continue to operate them, 
because in fact, if nothing had been done after the fall of 1988, 
there would be no doubt in anyone's mind that they would never be 
restarted. So, clearly, we are dealing within the Department of 
Energy with a restart program. 

Now, further, as you continue on, what you see is that in 
December of 1988, the Energy Research Foundation, Greenpeace, and 
the Natural Resources Defense Council filed a lawsuit that caused 
these hearings to be held. The Department of Energy did not want 
to, in fact, go through an EIS process because, presumably, through 
an EIS not only do you have to actually talk to the public and 
provide some degree of information, however feeble; you also have to 
put some of your decisions on hold until the public has had its full 
right to comment. I think it appropriate, then, that at the scoping 
hearings in the spring of 1988, when the Department of Energy was 
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still not agreeing to in fact complete the EIS prior to restart, 
that most of the testimony at the scoping meeting dealt with 
precisely that fact: The public demanded that it was necessary for 
good government policy making to complete the EIS as part of the 
restart process. During that period, you also got a number of 
members of Congress who made similar demands. 

I would point out at this time that in the original notice of 
intent to prepare this EIS, the alternatives described were (1) to 
continue to operate K-, L- and P-reactors at SRP well! into the 
future, and (2) terminate K-, L- and P-reactor operation consistent 
with other production options, i.e., the so-called "no action 
alternative." When the EIS began, the no action alternative was not 
to restart the reactors. By December of 1989, Secretary Watkins had 
agreed to complete the EIS prior to restart. The reason is fairly 
clear: Up until that time, they had assumed that they would be able 
to restart the reactors either during 1989 or very early in 1990, 
and it was clear to them that they could not give the public full 
ability to have input into the EIS process prior to that date. And 
so, until that point, they were unwilling to complete the EIS as a 
condition to restart. 

By December of 1989, it was so obviously clear ,to everyone 
within the Department that in fact, restart could not start go-ahead 
that early, that Secretary Watkins announced that they would 
complete restart. But they did announce that in fact the EIS was on 
the restart program. 

So, today, what we are doing is we are coming out and we are 
talking about a draft EIS where the alternatives have been changed. 
It is now the proposed action of the draft EIS to continue to 
operate the K-, L- and P-reactors at the Savannah River Site, Aiken, 
South Carolina, for the production of nuclear materials. This is 
DOE's preferred alternative, and represents no change to the current 
situation; i.e., no action. I think that that is very nonresponsive 
to the public comment, and in fact, what we are here to assess today 
as much as anything is whether or not the draft EIS > does deal with 
the public comments provided during scoping. And clearly, during 
scoping, the intent of the public was to demand that the EIS be 
conducted on the restart program. 

I think that that is significant because what we are dealing 
with here are some very dramatic changes at the Savannah River 



The CEQ has stated that there are two distinct 
interpretations of "no action." One involves 
situations in which there is an ongoing program 
initiated under existing legislation and 
regulations. In these cases, "no action" is "no 
change" from current management direction. 
"Therefore, the 'no action' alternative may be 
thought of in terms of continuing with the present 
course of action until that action is changed" 
("Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning 
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Plant, extremely dramatic — operator training, safety improvements, 
and physical improvements to the facility. By continuing to say 
that this is an EIS, a continuing operation of the reactors, what 
they in essence do is allow themselves to restart the reactors 
whenever they bloody well please, which is obviously what Wat kins 
has in mind since on Hay 1, before the draft EIS was completed, he 
announced the next day for restart, and instead, if you were to look 
at the EIS as a policy on the condition of restart, what we would be 
here doing today is reviewing what the restart program itself is 
doing to the environment and to the public safety, and they would 
have to complete that restart program and complete the EIS on it 
prior to making a decision on restart. 

So, therefore, I think that it is fundamental that the 
Department of Energy go back and seriously reevaluate not only a lot 
of the specifics that have been criticized, but the very fundamental 
law in the draft EIS, which is that it doesn't acknowledge the fact 
that the restart program is very real, and that that in fact should 
be the issue of discussion. 



CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 
46 FR 18027). Because extended outages for 
modifications are part of reactor operation (and 
recognized as such by the NRC for its licensees), 
the resumption of production following such an 
outage is also part of the continuing operation of 
the reactors. Also, please see the response to 
Comment A-07-02 on reactor operation. 



[Additional DOE responses to Mr. Costner's comments are presented 
with his written submittal.] 
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A-9 STATEMENT OF JOAN KING 

MS. JOAN KIKG: Good morning. I am Joan King, and I (present 

myself. I have the Environmental Impact Statement here, which 

states what will be done. I also have my own newspaper clipping 

file on the nation's nuclear weapons, that I've kept for awhile. It 

contains the versus accidents, the miscalculations, the coverup, and 

sometimes, the downright lies that have come out of our nuclear ' 

weapons plants — plutoniuia wastes stored illegally at Rocky Flats, > 

ground water beneath the Savannah River Plant with levels of tritium 

1,000 tioes higher than the Government publicly admitted, { 

intimidation of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission by nuclear 

industries, health hazards, lack of independent investigation and , 

review, suppression of reviews that were done, and I could go on for 

a long tiEEe. This is not underground stuff; these are newspaper 
n clippings of Government reports, of testimony before Congress, of 

i sons leading newspapers and magazines in this country. ' 

CO 

*-* ' 

°* And now, the DQ£ is saying, "Whoops, sorry, we changed." I 

don't believe it, and I don't believe that it will change. I don't 
believe that it can change, for the very reason that: it happened in 
the first place* The machinery that governs a vast nuclear weapon 
industry is not one person who can report or one thing that can be 
fixed; it is a huge, sprawling bureaucracy made up of thousands of 
huoan beings. Past accidents and mistakes occurred because of human 
error, because of human inattentiveness, because of human ambition, 
and because of husan denial — and this is unlikely to change. We 
know that the same is possible; given enough time, it will happen. 
And we are dealing in an area where we cannot afford to have these 
things happen. One prior speaker talked about an airplane crashing; 
another gentleman talked about a car. When these accidents occur, a 
horrible thing is happening: People have been hurt, even killed. 
But, it's over; it happened in time. 

In the nuclear world, time is highly different. If you release 
nuclear radiation, radioactivity, it stays with us for hundreds, 
thousands of years. The half-life of plutonium is over twice all 
recorded history, and that, people, is what is being made, and it is 
what is being released. Children are being born in Japan even now 
who are abnormal because their parents suffered genetic damage 45 
years ago. A quarter of a million people living around Chernobyl 
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are dying, are sick now, and they will be for a long time to come, 
making another generation. This is what radioactivity is made of, 
if it escapes, when it escapes — and it has. The deadly stuff will 
be with us virtually forever in some way. 

Now, we're told to trust the experts. These are the very 
experts who gave us the problem in the first place. No one yet has 
found a way to change the natural of radioactivity. You can bury 
it, you can encase it in glass, you can contain it in cement. But 
you cannot assure that it will not escape. Anyone who gives you 
this assurance is lying. We are told that by Du Pont that at the 
Savannah River Plant, it is impossible for radioactivity 
ccntami nati on to escape the burial type. They call it an 
"outcrop." Or if it did, it would take 2,000 years. The first 
outcrop was discovered in Atlanta, and there are 35,000 gallons of 
radioactive toxic wastes buried under the Savannah River Plant right 
now. 

In God's name, how can we consider reopening these reactors until we 
solve the problem that we have already created? 

To say that it is necessary for national security is a 
horrible, sick joke. The atomic age has been with us for 45 years, 
and that is, for us, a lot of time. But it is a mere blink in 
history or in geological time. Nuclear waste is deadly for all 
recorded instances of plutonium waste. The nuclear waste has 
doubled in the last 10 years. My God, what are we doing to our 
children? 

I have no other comments. Thank you very much. 



DOE is not aware of any outcrops of SRS 
radioactivity beyond SRS boundaries, and certainly 
none in Atlanta. 



DOE has committed to a program of environmental 
restoration of its sites, including SRS; this 
program, which is under way, is funded independently 
of reactor operation. Other EISs (Waste Management 
Activities for Groundwater Protection, D0E-EIS/012Q, 
and Defense Waste Processing Facility, D0E-EIS-0082) 
and the DOE Environmental Restoration and Waste 
Management Plan, DOE/S-0070, describe waste 
management activities at SRS in detail. OOE's 
proposed programmatic EIS on Waste Management and 
Environmental Restoration will provide a 
complex-wide assessment of available options. DOE 
will manage SRS wastes from continued operation in 
accordance with the requirements of EPA, SCDHEC, and 
DOE Orders, as described in Section 2.1 and Chapter 
5 of this EIS. 
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STATEMENT OF VIRGINIA KING 
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MRS. VIRGINIA KING: Good morning. I'm Virginia King, and I 
represent myself- I didn't expect to be doing this, but while I'm 
here, I might as well say that I think that reopening the Savannah 
River Plant is insane. We need to clean it up before we restart. I 
hope that we never restart it, but we need to clean up the mess 
we've made. I do not feel safer, I don't feel secure. I don't feel 
any safer. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



i 
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A-ll STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. OVERMAN 

MR. OVERMAN: My name is Robert F. Overman. I'm not 
representing anyone but myself and other knowledgeable people. In 
regard to radioactivity, if radioactivity did not exist, you would 
not, either. Your bones contain radioactivity. Yes. You've been 
living with it all your life. The sun shining. The nuclear 
process. Radioactivity. So, what's the big deal? 

But I would like to address the environmental aspects to one 
small degree. First of all, I would like to say that quotations in 
newspapers are not necessarily accurate. It's a matter of a fuel 
meltdown that has been bandied about. I had a person who was 
directly involved in that tell me that that was antimonium beryllium 
rock. Fuel rods contain uranium. Antimonium beryllium is not 
uranium. Well, how these things get about — it was called a fuel 
o rod in some of the newspapers. 



I 
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The next thing that we read in the newspapers is that this fuel 

rod released radioactive cesium, and that endangered the population 

around the Savannah River Site. How beryllium is going to release 
cesium is beyond me. 

Now, I would like to address one other report that was reported 
in the papers. It was the report issued by the Oak Ridge Associated 
Universities. This is the one where we have the startling news that 
there were four excess cases of leukemia in this vicinity. The next 
thing that we read in the paper is that these cases of leukemia were 
due to radioactivity. The author of that report stated that there 
was absolutely no correlation between those cases of leukemia and 
radiation. 

Now, oddly enough, the papers did not report another factor 
that was issued by this same report: When you consider all cases of 
cancer among the employees over a period of years, there have been 
quite a few fewer cases of cancer than would be expected. Now, if 
you're going to say that these four cases of leukemia are due to 
employees working out there, you must also accept that there have 
been a lot fewer cases of cancer among the same employees because 
they work out there. You can't have it both ways. If you say that 
one is due to working out there, then, the fewer cases of cancer 
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would have to be accepted, too. 
the cause of anything. 



You know, statistics do not prove 



A-11-01 



I'm reminded of the town that passed an ordinance that said 
that you could not smoke in the town. Some women wanted to smoke, 
so, in their petition to the authorities, they said that between 
1960 and 1970, women started smoking — a lot more ^started in 
there. Also, during the same period, the infant mortality rate 
decreased. Therefore, smoking is good to reduce infant mortality. 
Now, that's using statistics to prove your point. 

All right. In conclusion, I would like to see the EIS 
reexamined to make sure that statistical correlations are based, on 
facts, not what's read in the paper, and that it be emphasized that 
correlations are not proof of the cause. Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment A-05-02 on this 
EIS. : 



o 
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Comment 



STATEMENT OF SAM BOOHER 

2387 ROSWELL RD, 
AUGUSTA, GEORGIA, 30907 



DOE, Envir. Div. 
Aiken, SC 



RE: Public Hearing 8 June on DEIS 

I am not for the closing or even a cut back of the operation of 
SRS. It is not in this countries best interest to depend on foreign 
powers for our nuclear fuel & support. 

FIRST {Discussion Point) 

I know that all of the seepage basins at SRS are closed or are 
scheduled to close. So it appears that only now is SRS trying to 
understand the Regional Hydrogeological system and in particular the 
aquifer system under their seepage basins. 

HOWEVER 



I have not seen nor read anything that explains the new system 
of "direct discharge of disassembly basin purge water." Does this 
mean that instead of seepage basins, this same water with tritium 
waste will be discharged directly into the Savannah River? The 
public needs to know the specific details of this new method that 
will replace the seepage basins concept. 



While Area F seepage basins received low-level radioactive 
waste water from 1955 to Nov 1988 for the purpose of delayed release 
into surface streams. Further info, is needed on what materials 
from Areas H and F seepage basins reached surface streams, where 
these streams emptied and what happened to those materials? 



Response 



The DOE base of knowledge on the hydrogeology of the 
SRS has been in a process of continuing improvement 
since the establishment of the Site in 1950. For a 
detailed description of the SRS geology and 
subsurface hydrology, including areas of the reactor 
seepage basins, please refer to the Final EIS, Wast e 
Management Activities for Groundwater Protection. 
Savannah River Plan t. Aiken. South Carolina . Volume 
2, Appendixes A and B, December 1987. 

The potential redirection of the processed 
disassembly-basin purge water from seepage basins to 
an NPDES-permitted outfall, as described in Section 
2.1.2.3.6 of the EIS, is being reevaluated to 
eliminate this source of groundwater contamination 
as a result of agency and public comments. As 
indicated in Section 4.1.2.3 of the EIS, 
discontinuing the use of the seepage EIS basins will 
result in greater, but still minute, public exposure 
to tritium. 

DOE addressed these issues in the Final EIS, Waste 
Management Activities for Groundwater Protection. 
Savannah River Plant. Aiken. S outh Carolina . 
December 1987; Volume 2, Appendix B contains 
relevant information. 
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Area H seepage basins have significantly affected groundwater 
quality within underlying water-tables and the McBean aquifer. The 
contamination contained: mercury, nitrates, gross Alpha, 
non-volatile Beta, total radium and tritium. What long term affects 
can we expect? 

With uranium discharge from 1974 to 1984 into Tim's Branch 
Creek. What became of this uranium waste? 

Area D Oil seepage basin. Today testing shows, seepage. 



Area D Coal Pile Runoff Basin drains into a small tributary 
then into the Savannah River swamp. Groundwater monitoring data 
shows: radium, gross Alpha and tritium levels in excess of Primary 
Drinking Water Standards. Also, metals, radioactivity and sulfate 
above drinking water standards and elevated iron, manganese, 
cadminum, chcromium, arsenic and TDS. Area K and H Coal Pile 
Runoffs show similar data. Now knowing this, why must future 
operations have Coal Pile Runoffs? DOE needs to provide the public 
an answer to these problems. | 

SECOND 



Carolina Bays are a rare, endangered habitat and in a natural 
state contain unique wildlife. Where possible CAROLINA BAYS at SRS 
should be returned to their natural state to include if necessary 
replanting of Cypress Trees. 



Between 1955 and 1985, 24.6 curies of uranium were 
released into Tim*s Branch; this amounts to about 
92,000 pounds of natural and depleted uranium. 
Since the construction of the liquid effluent 
treatment facility in M-Area in 1985, uranium 
releases to Tim's Branch have been negligible. Most 
of the uranium is in the sediments of Tim's Branch 
{above Steed's Pond) and in the Steed's Pond dam 
site (which drained in 1984). Concentrations of 
uranium in Tim's Branch sediments average 1,550 
parts per million just downstream of the M-Area 
discharge into the creek, and decrease bo about 20 
parts per million; near the mouth of the creek 
(confluence with Upper Three Runs Creek). Uranium 
concentrations as high as 6,100 parts per million 
have been reported in the sediments of the Steed's 
Pond site, which equates to an activity level of 
about 27 picocuries per gram of sediment. 

SRS uses coal to produce the steam and much of the 
power used in the operation of nuclear materials 
production and support facilities. DOE is 
considering the construction and operation of a new 
200- to 350-megaWatt, coal-fired, steam electric 
powerplant to replace power production capacity 
currently provided by the D-Area Powerhouse. DOE 
plans to prepare an environmental impact statement 
that will identify this problem as a potential 
issue and will discuss mitigation in the new 
facility and elimination of the source at the old 
facility. 

DGE has no plans to restore Carolina bays as the 
commentor suggests, but does have a system of 
environmental "set-asides" managed by the University 
of Georgia Savannah River Ecology Laboratory (SREL) 
that are considered essential to provide 
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Is any effort being made to return Area M "Lost Lake" which is 
a Carolina Bay to its natural state now that is no longer being use 
as a seepage basin? 

THIRD 



The requirement to do an Environmental Impact Statement should 
include the requirement to identify all of the plants and wildlife 
that are affected by operation of this facility, and an effort made 
to identify and protect the rare, threatened and endangered species. 

When we monitor the status of wildlife, it can be an indicator 
as to what will eventually happen to our people. 

Today SRS is a 300,000 acre tree farm that also farms deer and 
turkey just like they do pine trees. DOE has given the PUBLIC the 
impression they are not concerned with "WILDLIFE." This may sound 
unfair but how many acres of SRS have been planted in Hard Mast 
Trees that are permitted to produce food for the Wildlife? NONE. 
How many acres are planted in pine timber production? - 300,000 
acres! 

I rest my case be saying DOEs focus is on ensuring compliance 
with specific regulations, not the care or the continued existence 
of the installations plant and varied Wildlife ecosystems. 

Because we have no idence that DOE has given wildlife and its 
habitat any concern, it is suggested that Westinghouse take it upon 
its self to exercise a "good neighbor policy" and support and assist 
rare, threatened and endangered plants and wildlife at the Savannah 
River Site. 

One easy method that would improve Public Image, would be for 
Westinghouse to insure that a significant percentage of the 
installation be planted in Hard Mast tree for the purpose of feeding 
the wildlife that could exist if native food were available. 



(1) locations protected from public access for 
long-term environmental research and (2) undisturbed 
areas for obtaining control data required to 
evaluate the impacts of manipulative management 
strategies on similar ecosystems. All of the Site's 
most valuable and unique Carolina bays receive 
protection as environmental set-asides. DOE did not 
intentionally use Lost Lake as a seepage basin, but 
rather used it to receive overflows from the M-Area 
Settling Basin during heavy precipitation. Lost 
Lake is receiving restorative action following the 
remediation and closure of the Settling Basin. 

As explained in Section 3.6 of the EIS, the SRS 
contains abundant wildlife in terms of both variety 
of species and population. Sections 3.7 and 3.8 
list representative species. Sections 5.2 and 5.3 
describe the status of compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act and the cooperative effort of 
DOE with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to 
mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 
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A second method would be to let any water cool befor it is 
discharger back to nature. Why are you currently destroying the 
Savannah River and its swamp? 

IN CONCLUSION 

Realizing our first concern is that the future public not 
suffer as a result of mistakes we make today, I disagree with the 4 
Hay, Augusta newspaper that "The U.S. needs SRS Tritium and part of 
the cost must be bom by the Environment." While Nuclear Weapons 
reduction is on going at the Major Nations level, the small nations 
are trying to build their own. Thus, we will always have a need for 
SRS Nuclear Weapons can not be uninvented! 

Tue Newspaper i > wrong, nestin^uouse can so ■ ve t«6 
Environmental Problems and then bring the Reactors on line. All I 
am asking is " fix the truck befo rp we start if 



Hot water from P-Reactor is cooled by recirculating 
through Par Pond. ■ L-Reactor water is cooled as it 
travels through L-Lake before discharging to Steel 
Creek, which flows to the Savannah River. A 
recirculating cool,ing tower, scheduled for 
completion in 1992, will provide cooling for 
K-Reactor; coolingj-tower blowdown will discharge to 
Pen Branch, which flows to the Savannah River. DOE 
is considering the acceleration of the construction 
schedule for the cooling tower. All cooling water 
discharges that eventually reenter the river meet 
NPDES permit limits. DOE has expanded the 
discussion of mitigation for aquatic resources in 
Section 4.5 of the Final EIS. 
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. HUNT 

1208 CRESTVIEU DRIVE 

NORTH AUGUSTA, SC 29841 

803-279-0543 
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A-13-01 



Mr. S. R. Wright, Director 

Environmental Division 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Savannah River Operations Office 

P.O. Box A 

Aiken, South Carolina 29802 

Re: Oraft Environmental Inpact Statement 

Continued Operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors 
Savannah River Site, Aiken, South Carolina 



CJ»t£MIS * Individual 

Cursory review of the Department's EIS indicates that a broad 
based analysis has been made of the impact on the environment. The 
statement also contains a detailed analysis of present needs for 
operational reactors to meet our nation's requirements. 
Alternatives for partial implementation of continued operation have 
been assessed in brief but comprehensive terms. 

As an individual with over four decades of professional work in 
the nuclear and chemical industries I fully approve of the proposed 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement issued Hay 1990 by the U.S. 
Department of Energy. 

In deference to those who disagree with the plans outlined may 
I suggest that, given the charge by the President! ally approved 
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum, this proposal addresses its 
responsibilities in a most commendable manner. In particular I am 
impressed with the public risk Evaluation Tables which deliniate 
common risks vs. those arising from continued operation of SRS 
reactors. All opposed to nuclear production would do well to 
further examine this data. The risks are negligible when compared 
to the everyday risks of normal life. 



In December 1989, Secretary Watkins informed the 
Congressional Armed Services Committees in a letter 
that "because the decisionmaking process will be 
enhanced by the information and opportunity for 
public comment presented by the EIS, the Department 
will complete the EIS before it makes any decision 
to resume operating the defense production reactors 
at the Savannah River Site." 
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My personal view and hope is that prompt restart of reactors 
need not await issuance of a final statement of impact. The need is 
clear. The job is progressing at a less than desireable pace due in 
part to the well-known syndrome of "Paralysis by Analysis". Let's 
get on with the job and with the confidence of the 'traditional 
American work ethic. 

Thank you for consideration of my personal views. 

Sincerely, 



Richard Hunt 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN HOPKINS 

TESTIMONY - SRS HEARING 

ODELL WEEKS CENTER 

AIKEN, SC 6/8/90 

My name is John Hopkins. I live here in Aiken at 809 Holly 
Lake Road. I also have farms and homes in both Greenville and 
Anderson Counties, South Carolina. I stand before you today as a 
concerned citizen of this state and nation. I do noj work for 
Westinghouse or Bechtel . My wife does not work for Westinghouse or 
Bechtel . In fact, no one in my family works for or directly 
benefits from the Savannah River Site in any way. I j am here this 
morning simply because I believe that responsible citizens have a 
right to participate in this process. 

I am proud to be a conservationist. I was named South 
Carolina's Youth Conservationist of the Year by the National 
Wildlife Federation. My work in the Conservation ofJNatural 
Resources Program was recognized by the John Deere Foundation with a 
college scholarship that helped to pay for my education. Today, my 
farm in Greenville is a recognized model for and has [been named the 
states best in its wildlife management program by the South Carolina 
Wildlife and Marine Resources Department. I actively participate 
with the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Soil Conservation 
Service in its Conservation Reserve Program. I share this to simply 
illustrate the fact that absolutely nfl one in this room, or no one 



Comments noted. 



testifying before you in Savannah or Columbia is any 
about the environment, ecology, or conservation than 



more concerned 
am I. 



I believe in the Savannah River Site. I believe in the people 
of Westinghouse and Bechtel that have been entrusted) to operate the 
site. I believe in their commitment to responsibly manage this 
facility. I am quite confident they will carry out their mission. 

I am delighted and genuinely encouraged by the fact that 
apparently the cold war is ending and global relations are 
improving. I sincerely hope the trend continues. However, I 
believe the need for a strong deterrent to insure peace is still 
great. I am keenly aware that talk is cheap and that no treaties 
are in place that would negate this need. Tritium is a vital, 
perishable commodity. The reliability of our supplies must be above 
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question. I also recognize the value of the Plutonilum 238 used in 
deep space probes. I certainly want to see these continued as man 
tries to learn more and have a better understanding of worlds beyond 



us. 



To recap, I wholeheartedly support the Savannah River Site and 
the restarting of the reactors there. I have observed with much 
interest the deep commitment to proper training and responsible 
management of this facility. I have had the opportunity to get to 
know the leadership of the site. They are my neighbors, fellow 
civic club members, committed members of our community. They have 
consistently exhibited a professional, deep seeded commitment to do 
whatever is necessary to insure safety, security, and responsible 
management. I have confidence in them. 

Let me close on a personal note. As a manager [for Fortune 500 
company, Aiken represents my sixth location and corporate move. I 
have lived in Texas, Tennessee, Ohio and South Carolina. But as a 
\ J native South Carolinian coming to Aiken was like coming home. I 

f* waited a long-time to get married and start a family. But, as a new 

co father and concerned parent, I want only the best and brightest 

future for my children. I appreciate the quality of life Aiken 
offers. I remain deeply committed to the responsible use of our 
natural resources. I want only the best people and responsible 
policies to help insure that this is done. I an both comfortable 
with and confident of Westinghouse/Bechtel 's ability to properly 
manage the Savannah River Site to insure that there is a tomorrow 
and that it offers as much hope and promise for my children as it 
did for me and the five generations of my family that lived here 
before me. I trust that it will! 

Thank you for the opportunity of sharing. 
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A-15 STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH S. CHRISTENSEN 

COUNTY OF AIKEN 

REPUBLICAN PARTY 

POST OFFICE BOX 761 

AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA 29801 

June 8, 1990 

Statement for the EIS hearing on the Savannah River Site 

Presented by Betty Christensen 

Chairman, Aiken County Republican Party 

A-15-01 The Aiken County Republican Party wants to go on record as Comment noted, 

being in strong support of the Savannah River Site and the restart 
of the reactors. 

In the past, the Aiken County Republican Party has been active 
n in showing it's support: 

t 
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1. The Republican members of Aiken City Council were the first 
^o to introduce a resolution in strong support of the SRP. 

Following the passing of this resolution by the Aiken City 
Council, many other governmental bodies passed similar 
resolutions. 

2. The ACRP conducted a petition drive in support of the SRP 
which obtained close to 10,000 signatures 

3. The ACRP held a Pro SRP Rally at the Odell Weeks Center in 
Aiken at a time when all other rallies held were- by 
activists against the plant. 

Now, the Aiken County Republican Party would like to state that 
it still strongly supports the continued operation of the SRS. We 
believe that there is, and will be in the foreseeable future, a 
continued need for the United Sates to maintain a strong defense in 
order to sustain world peace. In this era of nuclear proliferation 
we can not afford to disarm. 

We strongly encourage building the proposed New Production 
Reactor as soon as possible in order to have state of the art safety 
features, including a containment dome. 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment ! Response 



We propose, for the future, the building of an energy center at 
the SRS with the construction of a cluster of standardized nuclear 
reactors, such as those developed by Westinghouse. For a cleaner 
atmosphere and affordable power, we believe that the US oust go to 
expanded use of nuclear energy, not fossil fuels, to supply our 
future power needs. Because of it's size, the SRS is the safest 
place in the Southeast to build and operate nuclear reactors. Also, 
because of it's on site state of the art waste processing facility, 
OWPF, it is the most economical and safest place to operate reactors. 

In conclusion, we would like to point out that those who are 
most knowledgeable about the SRS have chosen to put their stamp of 
approval on it by voicing their opinion in the strongest way 
possible. Approximately 95% of those who have retired from SRS have 
chosen to remain living in the area. 
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A-16 STATEMENT OF JOHN MCCLANATHAN 

A-16-01 MR. MCCLANATHAN: Thank you. I'm John McClanathan. I'm Comments noted, 

speaking as a concerned citizen today. 

I'm very glad to have the opportunity to speak in support of 
the Savannah River Site and the restarting of the plant's reactors. 
It's galling to read in the papers that the same opposition faces 
appear in Savannah, in Columbia, and now, they're appearing here. 
Professional educators and self-styled experts, they presume to 
speak for what is best for the thousands of people in Aiken who 
support the SRS and the restart of the reactors. These good Aiken 
people are too busy working to come here and speak for the plant, 
while the professional educators, who have plenty of time for their 
posturing, would like you to believe that theirs is the voice of the 
o majority. 
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We are fortunate to have the Savannah River Plant in Aiken. 
The fine people that it has brought here, the millions of dollars of 
wages that benefit all of us, the support that the operating 
companies have given to many community activities, plus play. the 
important role that' .the plant's products play in keeping the peace 
in the world, should make us proud that the plant is in Aiken. The 
antinuke agitators are intelligent; they know that the wild claims 
in statements they make are untrue and misleading, but they play to 
the emotions of the people and the natural fear that most people 
have of the unknown. We should not let such tactics influence our 
thinking. 

The safety record at the Savannah River operation should be 
recognized. The industrial safety record at the plant is the best 
in the entire US chemical industry, the best in South Carolina, and 
the best in the United States — a proud record. At the SRS today, 
we find second and third generation workers on the payroll. Based 
on all available statistics, there are no adverse health effects 
evident in Savannah River workers attributable to their employment 
at the plant. There is no higher incidence of cancer among Savannah 
River workers than among the general populace. 

Don't listen to statements which compare Chernobyl to the 
Savannah River reactors; the plants are not comparable. The 
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pressures and temperatures are ouch lower at Savannah River. A 
Chernobyl-type accident is inconceivable at Savannah River. The 
antinuftes would like to talk millirems and the diagnose radiation 
levels to which the Savannah River workers and the surrounding area 
residents are exposed. The exposure of the workers is less than the 
natural background radiation in Aiken for all residents. The 
Government says that 5,000 millirems a year is the maximum safe 
level; exposure in Aiken for residents and plant workers is 
approximately 400 ■illirems a year. 

The US needs the tritium produced at Savannah River. Do not be 
misled by recent events in Russia and the rest of the world. We 
must be vigilant and maintain our present defense capability. 
Unilateral disarmament would be the height of folly. The Savannah 
River Site should resume operation, and Aiken residents 
overwhelmingly support this action. Thanks for this opportunity. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD D. ARNOLD 



A-17-01 
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DR. ARNOLD: Thank you, Mr. Cumbee. My name is Edward 0. 
Arnold. I am the Executive Director of the Atlanta Chapter of 
Physicians for Social Responsibility. I work with hundreds of 
doctors in the Atlanta area whose objective it is to bring to the 
public attention the Medical consequences of nuclear weapons. 

When I reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement submitted by 
the Department of Energy, I had the impression that it was more an 
advocacy document than an impartial report, and I'm grateful to 
Dr. Cochran for revealing to us who wrote it. Thank you. 

Appendix A of that document is classified. I'm not sure why 
that's true, given today's circumstances. Judge Webster, who is 
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, has testified that 
there is only a very remote that the Soviet Union could use its 
weapons, as has been projected by some people. 

Although I work with physicians, we try to broaden our scope of 
understanding and study, and we have spoke with and read the works 
of George Kenan. George Kenan is the scholar who, in the 
mid-forties, suggested that the policy of containment apply to the 
Soviet Union. For at least 12 years, George Kenan has said and has 
articulated in his writings that there is not a smidgen of evidence 
that the Soviet Union has any intention of invading Western Europe 
or launching a nuclear weapons strike against the United States. I 
submit that it is time to declassify Appendix A, and let the public 
see what the evidence is, and compare it with other evidence that is 
in the public domain. 

I submit that current medical information be used in evaluating 
the effects of radioactivity on human beings. An epidemiologist in 
Great Britain, during World War II, noticed that children of women 
who had been X-rayed had a much higher incidence of leukemia and 
other cancers. She evaluated the statistics and found that her 
observations were absolutely borne out with statistics. You see the 
results today; there are signs on all X-ray machines in the United 
States, saying that women who are pregnant should not even be in the 
room. The first physicians who heard her testimony, before she had 
substantial documentation, pooh-poohed her ideas. But, she proved 
them right. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials. DOE 
has revised Section 1.2 of the EIS to clarify that 
the NWSN, which is issued annually, considers 
changes in the world geopolitical situation. 
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The more recent studies have shown that the DOE and the MRC — 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission — statistics, the figures that are 
used in determining the risks of low levels of radiation are 
considerably lower than ought to be used. I propose that more 
current medical information be used in establishing the radioactive 
consequences to human beings of nuclear weapons production. 

Dr. Alice Stewart had even produced statistics which show that 
children of fathers who work in nuclear facilities are twice as 
likely to develop cancers in life. That's just the children whose 
fathers work in those facilities. I think that there is new medical 
information which needs to be applied to a revision of the 
Environmental -Impact Statement which has been published in May 
1990. Thank you. 



The health risk estimates presented in Chapter 4 of 
this EIS are consistent with the most recent 
findings of the BEIR V committee of the NAS/NRC. 

As noted in Section 4.1.2.6, the cancer risk factor 
used in the EIS to estimate radiation-induced health 
effects is 4 x 10" per person-rem, or about half of 
that given for a single acute exposure in BEIR V. 
BEIR V also indicates that "for low linear energy 
transfer (LET) radiation, accumulation of the same 
dose over weeks or months, however, is expected to 
reduce the lifetime risk appreciably, possibly by a 
factor of 2 or more." Thus the risk factor used in 
this EIS for normal releases of radioactive 
materials is consistent with the findings of the 
BEIR V committee. Appendix B (Section B.I. 5) 
discusses previous and current epidemiological 
studies of SRS workers and the neighboring 
papulations. 



Comment 
Number 
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STATEMENT OF ELLEN G. SPEARS 

SANE FREEZE CAMPAIGN FOR GLOBAL SECURITY 

92 PIEDMONT AVENUE, NE 

ATLANTA, GA 30303 

{404)584-9902 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON 

RESTART OF THE SAVANNAH RIVER REACTORS 

June 8, 1990 
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A-18-01 



The Environmental Impact Statement on restart of the Savannah 
River Plant falls far short of its mission. First, it does not 
address the primary issue at stake: is there a need for more 
nuclear weapons materials? Secondly, no real alternative proposals 
are ever seriously addressed, including planning for a stable 
economy in this region less dependent on the arms race. Third, 
where the report correctly identifies problems that exist or would 
result from resuming operations, it does not explain how they will 
be overcome before public health is further endangered. 

There is no demonstrated need for continued nuclear materials 
producti on at SRP . This fundamental question which ought to have 
been addressed by the DEIS is skirted almost completely in the 
document. The need for plutonium and tritium is addressed only in < 
classified appendix reference to the January, 1989 Stockpile 
Memorandum. January, 1989, is ancient history in terms of current 
global realities. 

The overabundance of plutonium has been acknowledged by the 
Department itself. As regards tritium, when Georgia Senator Sam 
Nunn stated in 1989 that sufficient tritium existed for one and 
onehalf to two years, he said even at that point need would have to 
be evaluated. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials and the 
NWSM. 



A- 18-02 



A-18-03 



Since that time, changes in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union 
have brought dramatically closer the possibility of negotiating arms 
agreements reducing the nuclear stockpile. Yet, there has been no 
reexamination of the need. 

Consider the Alternatives. The task of the EIS is to evaluate 
alternatives. The document's disingenuous claim that the no action 
alternative is continued operation is misleading enough. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-07-02 and 
A— 08-01 on continued operation. 
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A-l 8-06 



But if the main fuel driving this process is economic, and I 
believe it is, no socioeconomic alternatives have been addressed. A 
primary concern ought to be for plant workers and their families. 
Why has nothing been done to use the incredible talents gathered 
here to plan to convert to industry useful in a peacetime economy? 
Planning should begin immediately to prevent any jobs being lost if 
the reactors are not restarted. Is there not more than enough work 
to be done, decommissioning C and R reactors and cleaning up the 
envi ronment? 

Specifically, the EIS should have addressed what the 
alternative uses of equivalent federal dollars in this region of 
South Carolina could mean for the people, the economy and the 
environment. Let Aiken, SC become a leader in civilian technical 
research and environmental restoration, instead of weapons 
production. 

Research indicates that prolonged local dependence on military 
production actually weakens the economy of a region. If the economy 
is not producing goods and services that people need and consume, 
decline appears inevitable. 

Address public hpaUh and Environmental safety issues before 
restart . Where the document does identify adverse health or 
environmental effects of renewed operation, it still does not deal 
with how those effects will be mitigated before restart. A whole 
range of oversight committees, the National Academy of Sciences, the 
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Facilities Safety, the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board, as well as the Tiger Team have recommended 
safety upgrades. 



The scope of this EIS includes the continued 
operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors and reasonable 
alternatives that meet the defined purpose and need 
for the action. Sections 4.1.1.1 and 4.3.1 discuss 
the socioeconomic impacts of the proposed action and 
the alternatives. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration, and 
funding. 



Section 4.1.2.6 of the EIS describes the health 
effects of normal operation. The risks of health 
effects, which DOE maintains as low as possible, are 
extremely small compared to the health risks 
associated with natural and other radiation to which 
people are routinely exposed. Thus, no additional 
mitigation is warranted or planned. Section 
4.1.3.1.2 of the EIS describes the features planned 
for the mitigation of accident consequences. 
Section 2.1 describes the concerns expressed about 
reactor safety and the reactor modifications to be 
completed as safety enhancements, both before and 
after the resumption of operations. As noted by 
Secretary Watkins on several occasions, the reactors 
will not resume production until he is satisfied 
about their safety. (Memo: Secretary Watkins, DOE 
to Secretary Cheney, DOD). The independent Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board will also provide 
its judgment on the readiness of the reactors to 
resume production. 
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The EIS should require that all of these recommendations regarding 
fire standards, seismic standards, operator training, containment 
domes, and ultrasonic testing be implemented before restart. 

Take the waste problem alone. The Center for Defense 
Information stated in a 1989 report that "An estimated 99 percent by 
volume of all high level nuclear waste (the most radioactive) and 75 
percent of low level nuclear waste in the United States have come 
from nuclear reactors operated for military purposes, including ship 
and submarine propulsion." There is already too much military 
radioactive waste. 

"Operation of K, L, and P reactors would generate about 1,130 
cubic meters per year of TRU wastes, which eventually would be 
disposed of off SRS." Table 23, p. 2 79. When is eventually? 
There is no approved disposal site, WIPP shows no signs of being 
open soon. The best method of dealing with waste is source 
reduction, stop producing the materials that create the waste. 



Section 2.1.2 of the EIS provides the basis for 
improvements to be completed before resumption of 
production. The priority assigned to each upgrade 
is related to its contribution to risk reduction and 
its feasibility. DOE will not resume production 
before the completion of all safety upgrades that 
might materially affect the risk of continuing 
operation. Also, please see the response to Comment 
A-Q9-02 on waste management and environmental 
restoration. 
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A-19 STATEMENT OF VIC MONTENYOHL 

A-19-01 MR. MONTENYOHL: Good morning. My name is Vic Montenyohl . For Comments noted, 

the various intervenors present, I do have a Ph.D.; I don't use it; 
I'm known simply as "Vic" to everybody. 

I have been working, except for three years in the late 1940's, 
in the nuclear field since 1942. I moved to Aiken in 1953. I 
retired here 11 years ago. I had opportunities before I retired to 
transfer and move away; I elected not to. I stayed here after I 
retired, when I could have moved anywhere. Obviously, that provides 
my statement on what I regard to be the safety of the community. 

I worked for the DuPont Company. The DuPont Community, as many 
of you know, got its start in the manufacturer of black powder. In 
_ the days when that was the company's principal business, it was a 

I company requirement that the plant manager live with his family on 

gj the plant Site, and that philosophy has largely colored the 

oo company's thinking ever since. And that should provide an answer to 

those in the Government and elsewhere who accuse DuPont of placing 
production above safety. Du Pont not only operated five reactors at 
the Savannah River safely, they built the three wartime reactors at 
Hanford, and the Clinton reactor at Oak Ridge, and operated all of 
them safely, also. 

Now, in 1950, before ground was broken at the Savannah River 
Plant, the Du Pont Company had a Site survey made that covered the 
entire region. This was not a Government requirement; it was not 
imposed by anyone else — it was the company's desire, and it has 
been used consistently since that time for all plants built by 
DuPont. They wanted to make sure that they were good neighbors in 
an ecological fashion, that no damage was done to the environment by 
the presence of the plant there. And the surveys have continued to 
this day and have shown that, from the plant margin outward, there 
has been no damage done to the environment. 

Now, in 1975, I asked the Director of the environmental section 
of the laboratory if he could state to me what the effect would be 
if all the airborne releases of the Savannah River Plant translated 
into a change in altitude. Now, as I think all of you probably 
know, all of us are struck by cosmic radiation all the time; it is 
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all around us. And the higher one goes, the greater or more intense 
is the cosmic radiation. That is the reason, for example, that the 
crew on a transcontinental passenger plane receives more exposure to 
radiation in one month's work than any person received at Three Mile 
Island. Now, I asked them, therefore, that the statement be made, 
"How much change in the area around Aiken it would amount to for all 
of the airborne radiation that took place from 1953 to 1975?" He 
was back in about two or three days, and the answer was six to eight 
inches. Now, there's probably been a few more inches since then, 
but if these intervenors are seriously concerned about that amount 
of radiation, they should immediately intervene to evacuate Colorado 
and New Mexico. 

Now, a number of people here also have disputed the number of 
weapons that are needed. I humbly suggest that there is no one here 
who can give a valid number to that. You have to first state who 
n your potential enemy is going to be and the terms of engagement. If 

i you could state that you were going to limit the people to fighting 

£j with a sock full of sand and a sofa pillow, then, yes, you can 

^o determine how many nuclear weapons are needed. But, no one in this 

room and probably few in any of the Department of Energy can make 
such an estimate. 

My final comment is that I assume that all of the intervenors 
came by walking or by bicycling, because if they did not, they 
probably contributed more pollution to the air and put more people 
in jeopardy than with the operation of the Savannah River reactor. 
I am highly in favor of the restart; in fact, I think that is 
overdue. Thank you. 



Response 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



A-20 



STATEMENT OF WILLIAM ROSS JOHNSTON 
FIRST PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 

Nuclear Presentation 
June 6, 1990 
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My name is Bill Johnston. Though I have lived and studied in 
Texas, California, and Georgia, I speak as a pastor in Aiken for 
eight years, as a parent who has raised three children within a 
couple of miles of where I stand, and a resident who chooses to 
continue to live in Aiken. 

I am here today because I am tired of witnessing the attack 
upon the nuclear industry, locally and nationally that is little 
short of a bashing. It has been a bashing that has cheated many 
dedicated persons out of the credit that they deserve. 

Many of us believe that the recent revolutionary political and 
economic changes in Eastern Europe have been based to a significant 
degree on the effective deterrent that our nuclear weapons have 
provided. Surely after World War II we had to learn a lot in a 
hurry, and there is always a tuition to be paid for that learning, 
but the price that loomed over us without a nuclear deterrent is not 
something that we would desire to contemplate. The cause of freedom 
in the world owes a debt of gratitude to those who are being bashed 
in such a cavaliar way by those who have been among the prime 
beneficiaries of their efforts- If our nation had been "conned into 
the better Red than dead mindset", the fad of recent memory, then 
the whole free world aright well have shared the fate of the martyrs 
of Tianimen Square. 

And it is not simply weapons producers that have been the 
object of the bashers. Indeed, the organized lobbying groups are 
trying to make nuclear into an unacceptable option. This is tragic 
in a world that may well limit its ability to feed its people by the 
amount of power that it can generate. Japan, France, and other 
countries do not think that their societies would fare better, or 
that their environments would be less polluted if they become 
colonies of OPEC, or if they remained dependent upon acid rain 
producing fossil fue) power generation. They are pushing ahead with 
development under a responsible nuclear policy. We need to remember 



Comment noted. 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 



that it is not the lobbying groups that have prevented a Chernobyl 
in this country. Long before these people discovered the nuclear 
cause, responsible and reflective people in government, in industry 
were seeking to balance out the various national concerns. Many of 
these people are our neighbors, who even in retirement express their 
trust by continuing to live in the shadow of the reactors. That 
would be strange behavior for those who are involved in a covering 
up some terrible risk to people in the area. 

He have not quit driving cars because of the risk of 
accidents. . ..many here have not quit drinking in spite of the common 
problem of alcohol abuse. ...and many of us feel that our nation will 
be best served by a policy that balances out nuclear danger, 
including waste disposal with nuclear benefits from weapons 
production and power generation. We need to support the people who 
have brought us this far in the evolution of our nuclear industry 
o during this time of bashing Thank you. 

oo 
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Good morning. My name is Art Dexter. I became involved in the 
hydrogen bomb project approximately 40 years ago at the Argonne 
National Laboratory. And for many years, I worked at the Savannah 
River Plant. 

This morning, I come as a member and a spokesman for an 
ecumenical group named Prayers for Peace. 

Statement of Prayers for Peace : A group of us meet here in 
Odell Weeks Park to witness for peace every Friday. We have done 
this consistently since August 10, 1984 - almost six years now. It 
is our response to the arms race which continues unabated at SRS and 
elsewhere and which threatens the existence of life on this planet. 
Today, on June 8, 1990, we come again to pray with one voice for 
peace. Our prayer is our statement: 

JUST FOR TODAY 

Today... I will live in peace with God, my neighbor and myself. 1 
will bring peace to my patch of this earth. 

Today... I will believe that world peace is possible. I will 
remember that hope is the most important gift I can give my world- 
Today... I will not be a party to pessimism nor join the indifferent. 

Today. ..I will be happy. I will remember that my joy is up to me. 
I will carry my confidence to all I touch this day. 

Today. ..I will love my enemies. I will pray for them. I will try 
to see our differences from their point of view. 

Today... I will disarm myself of rage by extending my hand in help 
and forgiveness. 

Today... I will know that peace is the child of justice — that peace 
is more than the absence of war. 
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Today. ..I will plant a seed of justice in this global village, in my 
city, in my neighborhood, in my family and in my heart. 

Today... I will pray for peace for all those with whom I come into 
contact. 

Today... I will test my love of peace by doing one act for peace. 

Today.. .1 will stand with Christ the Peacemaker. Amen. 
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A_22 STATEMENT OF WARREN HILLS 

A-22-01 MR. HILLS: Thank you, Mr. Cumbee, Mr. Patterson. My name is Comments noted 

Warren Hills, and I am President of Laborers Local Union No. 1137 in 
Augusta, Georgia. We have approximately 1,100 active members and 
approximately 600 who are employed at this date and time at the 
Savannah River Site, for the last 21 years, we have been involved 
at the Savannah River Site. We are the support craft of all the 
other crafts that work there, and we are part of the safety record. 
So, we have no fear of the Savannah River Site. 

I come today on behalf of those members and their families in 
the CSRA to let it be known here that we are in support of the 
restart of the K-, L- and P-reactors, and we are also in support of 
NPR being built at the Savannah River Site. We live here, we work 
here, and we intend to be here. And as long as the Savannah River 

o Site is presently active, we intend and want to be a part of it. 

i 

S We had about 14 members who were off this morning and came here 

*" with me. Some of them had to go back to work at noon, and they've 

already gone, but I have at least seven or eight who are with me 
now. I would like for them to please stand to show our support for 
the Savannah River Site for restart. Thank you. 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



Comment 



Response 



A-23 

A-23-01 



n 
l 

00 

-p- 



STATEMENT OF ANNA DANGERFIELD 



MS. DANGERFIELD: My name is Anna Oangerfield, and I'm a 
resident of Aiken County. 

I support starting of the reactors because I must say to you 
that it is still in control. To many people here in 1950, Aiken was 
shocked to hear that it was chosen as the Site for the Savannah 
River Plant. My grandmother and other people weren't talking about 
the new plant, but my parents did. My father supplied them with 
coal and fuel, and my mother taught the sixth graders. My mother 
worked in a movement where the mothers stood like sentinels by the 
lunchroom garbage cans at the school, watching the tremendous amount 
of food discarded because their kids had never tasted string beans 
cooked like they had. Our language provoked these newcomers, too. 
"No wonder my child failed spelling," one mother complained to my 
mother, "you draw your words so that none of us can understand you." 

Our language was not the only thing that the newcomers poked 
fun of. They criticized everything that they found to be different, 
especially the slow way of life. But, while they were adjusting to 
us and laughing at us, we were laughing at them, too. We never had 
witnessed so many people with slide rules and pocket protectors in 
our lives. Within six months to a year, these same newcomers began 
to contribute their time, talent and money to our churches, local 
civic organizations, and recreational activities. They improved 
whatever they came into contact with, and even began new clubs such 
as Town and Country. 

By the time I started elementary school, my friends included 
not only the locals, but the children of the DuPonters, those bomb 
plant folks, as well. By the time that I graduated from Aiken High 
in 1968, I never differentiated between DuPonters or others; we were 
all Aikenites. 

I left Aiken that year for two reasons: to go to college and 
to escape the atmosphere of a quiet, stable southern town. I 
returned eight years later because that quiet, stable town appeared 
to be a fine place to raise my children. My Aiken cousins and I 
have often been accused of glowing in the dark because of living so 
near a nuclear facility. I've always laughed this off with good 
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spirit because I've never feared radiation exposure from the 
Savannah River Site. I knew back in the 1960's that Sara Eliot, 
head of Du Pont SRP, would never allow harm to come to his daughter, 
his fami"7y or his friends. I feel the same thing about the 
management team at Westinghouse SRS today. 

My husband, Tim, three sons, and I are fortunate enough to live 
in the area of Aiken which is experiencing heavy growth. Many of my 
neighbors and friends are Westinghousers. We eat together, play 
cards together, and enjoy our friendship. Already, they have begun 
to take an interest in the community of Aiken. 

I have just finished serving as Co-Chairman for the community 
outreach for the Women of Woodside. In this capacity, I helped 
introduce the newcomers to various charities and volunteer 
opportunities available in our area. Many of these ladies are 
o doers; already, they're volunteering their time and service to Meals 

^ on Wheels, the Helping Hands of these Children Shelter, tutoring the 

4> illiterate, and working with our special Olympics. You can look on 

°* many civic boards and find the same newcomers or their family 

members serving in various capacities. 

I know the caliber of people that these newcomers represent; I 
trust them in the management of Westinghouse, just as I trusted the 
ones before them for 39 years. I believe that they do the job that 
they're in charge of, and that they have the skills to amphetamines 
the tasks. I also believe that they are concerned about the safety 
of their family, friends and community in which they live. 

I support the restart of the nuclear reactors because I have 
faith in those in charge. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF TIM DANGERFIELD 



MR. DANGERFIELD: Thank you. My name is Tim Dangerfield, and I 
am a resident of Aiken County, and also a businessman and father of 
three boys. 

I am here today to speak in support of the restart of the K-, 
L- and P-reactors at the SRS Site. As each of you has seen in the 
previous hearings, the majority of people in favor of anything never 
show up in full force, and the minority is always present and making 
the loudest noise. 

I felt that it was necessary to speak so that you will know 
that Aiken County has always been supportive of the DOE SRS Site. 
Did you know that 80 percent of the employees at the SRS Site retire 
in the CSRA area, and that over 60 percent live in Aiken County? 
With this high number of retirees in this area, this must mean that 
Aiken and the SRS Site must be a great place to live and work. 

I know from history that SRS has 35 years of safe operation, 
and overall, has the best industrial safety record of any DOE Site. 
I know from reports and from my neighbors that many improvements 
have been made at the Site, particularly since Westinghouse has 
taken over the operation; improvements such as the emergency cooling 
system being implemented, the control rooms have been updated, and 
the staff has been increased. The biggest improvement has been in 
education; the Site has spent millions of dollars in training 
employees to understand their jobs and how to do them efficiently. 
The Site has five shifts, which means that one shift is always being 
trained; this is important and necessary for any nuclear operation. 

I am here to support the continuation of security of the United 
States, which I have been doing for 36 years.. I keep hearing how 
the nuclear weapons are no longer needed, but those responsible for 
security of this nation know better. I agree with the editorial in 
last night's Aiken Standard , that with all the concessions, mostly 
pocketed by a falling economy and political structure at home, the 
Soviets will still maintain a powerful nuclear force. Further, 
Gorbachev could be replaced at any time by a dictator, who could 
offer the Soviet masses a campaign of military aggression to help 
restore their national pride. 
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The Soviet Union is not the only reason for the United States 
to maintain its nuclear night; other countries are developing a 
nuclear capacity. All I've heard is talk; our country does not and 
should not believe in talk. We need to continue to be prepared and 
ready to evaluate problems. 

It is also obvious that the DOE has made an excellent decision 
by selecting Westinghouse, because Tuesday, in the Aiken Standard. 
Westinghouse was given an excellent rating. Let me quote your old 
DOE manager. Bill Casper: "Facility managers are displaying a sense 
of pride and ownership in these initiatives and improvement, with a 
parallel reduction in admissiveness and resistance. This shows a 
continuation of training, education, high quality employees and 
neighbors will continue to make SRS a safe and much-needed Site to 
help protect the freedom which we've enjoyed for over 200 years. I 
urge you to move forward as quickly as possible to allow 
Westinghouse to restart the three reactors." Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF BETTY RYBERG 



NS. 
Aiken. 



RYBERG: My name is Betty Ryberg, and I'm a resident of 



I have, this year, questioned and read and also played the 
devil's advocate about the Savannah River Site and its proximity to 
my home- My reason in doing so is that I very much value the 
quality of my life. 

Hy husband and I, and three young children, moved here 14 years 
ago because we felt that the quality of our lives was compromised. 
As a family, now, we are emotionally able to move, we are physically 
and financially able to move; and as a family, we choose not to do 
so. Let me emphasize that we have discussed this with our three 
teenagers. He have strong emotional, financial and physical ties to 
Aiken, but we are not entrenched; we are free to leave. And for 
those who carry a burden that makes that decision to leave 
difficult, please gain conflict in the fact that our decision to 
stay i s very powerful . 

As a mother, my protective instincts are very strong. I have 
known all levels of employees at the Savannah River Site. Would I 
leave if I felt that the Westinghouse employees are politicians who 
are basing their decisions on self-serving motives? Yes. Yes, I 
would leave. But will I move? No. No. 

I, too, pray for peace. But, I'm the mother of three 
teenagers, and I'm very realistic. Not everyone worldwide is also 
praying for peace. I believe that our decision to live here makes a 
powerful statement. We are not stuck here. We choose to stay. 
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STATEMENT OF CLIFTON H. MCCLURE 

CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 
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A-26-01 



Yes- I'm Clifton McClure. I'm an engineer with the Consumer 
Fuels Corporation from Huntsville, Alabama. Consumer Fuels 
currently produces one of the best breathing air systems for 
removing toxic materials throughout the environment, and we sell 
quite a few of them. 

I'm a native of South Carolina. I'm a graduate of Clemson, and 
I flew to South Carolina in the National Guard and in the United 
States Air Force as a fighter pilot. Our objective in the South 
Carolina Air National Guard was to defend the approaches to the 
Savannah River project. That was many years ago. 

At that time, there was a concern about hot water being put 
back into the Savannah River ecosystem. This is still one of the 
major problems. To solve that problem, DOE is currently improving 
the K-Reactor by building a recirculating cooling tower to cool and 
reuse the water and not put it back into the environment. The 
cooling tower is now in construction. The current proposal by DOE 
is to restart the reactor before the tower is complete. This early 
restart will harm the environment, as it has done in the past, and 
will wipe out the benefits in 3 years of recovery time, which has 
already happened. Now, this is a simple problem, not complicated; 
it's hot water harming the environment. 

The United States may have an urgent requirement to bring its 
tritium production back online; it is materially vital for our 
national security and possibly for future civil needs in producing 
power by the other process, the other nuclear process that does not 
produce harmful effects. However, I'm hopeful that this can be done 
without further harm to the environment. 

In case the conflict between restart and the environment proves 
difficult to resolve, I wish to make all parties aware of the other 
solution on this particular problem. Several years ago, I observed 
powerplants being cancelled in the United States; these have similar 



Please see the response to Comment A-12-08 on 
cool ing systems. 
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problems throughout — the range of problems for the environment 
that a weapons plant has; they're not the same problems, but they're 
similar. The nuclear powerplant solved the thermal problem with the 
cooling tower, such as those that are being now built by DOE. 
However, they're not what is counted on as the ultimate solution, 
particularly in the case of an emergency thermal accident, such as 
what happened at Chernobyl and Three Mile Island. The secondary 
line of defense for more than just hot water is to keep the 
essential cooling water for the plant available to prevent the 
accident from continuing. 

Now, the second line of defense in many of these powerplants 
was a spray tree assembly. So, seven years ago, I directed my 
company to purchase one of these spray tree assemblies in case it 
was needed for this plant or other plants that perhaps had similar 
problems. Remember that the thermal accident is the greatest 
accident that could happen and leads to the other problems, 
including production of hydrogen, which was responsible for blowing 
Chernobyl apart and with six thermal spouts in the reactor shell at 
Three Mile Island. 

These spray tree assemblies are available. They were produced 
under NRC conditions and are code-stamped for that purpose. They 
provide the essential cooling water for a reactor of 538 megawatts 
with a modern design. The normal heat projection at these 
powerplants, remember, is through the cooling towers; the spray tree 
assemblies would provide the essential cooling water for the worst 
combinations of thermal accident at a powerplant. One reactor being 
shut down allows the cooling action mode, or local mode, while the 
other reactor is also being shut down in the emergency mode, with no 
outside water required for this, relying on the spray tree 
assemblies to keep the system cool in order to achieve safe shutdown. 

These spray tree assemblies are very simple devices; they were 
navigably designed with no moving parts. Each tree consists of 
vertical fiber with eight horizontal stainless steel arms. Each arm 
is terminated with a spray nozzle. They were designed to remain 
installed in water for 40 years and operate quickly when pressurized 
with water. They are completely described in the accompanying 
brochure. Their requirements for installation are simple. They 
must be installed in a cooling pond. There are several cooling 
ponds on the site; so, they might not have to be constructed. 



A nuclear powerplant would use the spray assembly 
referred to in this comment as an emergency heat 
dissipation system under shutdown conditions; as 
described in Section 2.1.2.3.3 of the EIS, SRS 
reactors use the 25 million gallons of water in 
their respective area reservoirs for the same 
function. 
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They're also flow down ponds, which meet the size requirements in 
the new design K-Reactor. 

Their requirements for installation are to be installed in a 
small size pond, with 10 to 20 acres or smaller. The second is that 
they must be provided with water at a comfortable pressure of 23 to 
25 psi . There are no nuclear delays as to supply these parts in 
case these problems are unable to be resolved; they can be installed 
immediately. Having these available at the reactor would do some 
additional things for the environment as well as the plant: 
additional cooling to allow the reactor to run at any time at full 
power without production loss, even in the hottest months of the 
year; aeration of the water to remove chlorine; oxidation of the 
water; standby of alternate cooling in the case of maintenance for 
the cooling tower being built, with no production loss for these 
problems. 

"y* The site would contain all cooling needed in case of thermal 

00 emergency. So, I just want to make you aware that we have these 

)£ available. Thank you very much. 

[Mr. McClure submitted a brochure entitled "An Immediately Available 
Solution for Possible Use at the Savannah River Plant." Copies have 
been placed in the Public Reading rooms.] 
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The United Slates may have aa urgent requirement to bring the Tritium 
producing reactor back oo tine. This material is vital to our national security 
and also possibly to future civil needs for Tritium. However, I am hopeful 
thai this can be done without further harm to the environment 

The K-reactor is being improved by having a re-circulation cooling 
system built with reliance on a Cooling Tower to cool the water. The cooling 
tower is now under construction. The current proposal by DOE is to re-start 
the reactor before the tower is complete. This early re-start will harm the 
environment and wipe out the benefits of the recovery time which ihe 



oo environment has already had during the present shutdown. 



in case the conflict between re-start and the environment proves 
difficult to resolve. 1 wish to make all parties aware of another solution. 

The company 5 represent. Consumer Fuels, inc.. of Huntavnle, Alabama. 
has in inventory, ready for immediate shipment, a complete set of spray 
tree useabllei. This set of spray tree assemblies will solve this cooling 
problem. These spray tree assemblies are brand new and were originally 
manufactured for use by a nuclear power plant. They were built under the 
NRC requirements and are code stamped for use in that purpose, 

These spray tree assemblies were built to provide the essential cooling 
requirement for a complete nuclear power plant consisting of two power 
reactors. Each reactor was capable of 1 269 megawatts, or a total power of 
2538 megawatts. Normal operating heat rejection at these power plants was 

also through the associated cooling tower(s), These spray tree assemblies 
were for additional cooling in the case of a thermal emergency at the power 
plant Their design included providing the essential cooling water on-site for 
one of the worst combinations for a thermal accident at a power plant that 
is. one reactor being shut down in the Loss Of Cooling Accident mode (or 
LOCA mode) while the other reactor was also being shut down in the 
emergency mode. No off-site makeup cooling water was required for this 
extreme thermal emergency when relying on the spray tree assemblies. 
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Spray Tree Assemblies 2 June 6. 1990 

These spray tree assemblies are very simple devices. They are an 
elegant design, vita no moving parts. Each tree consists of a vertical pipe 
with eight horizontal stainless steel arms. Each arm is terminated with a 
spray nozzle. They were designed to remain installed in the water for 40 
years and to operate instantly when pressurized *ilh water. 

The spray tree assemblies are completely described in the attached 
brochure. The brochure includes their thermal performance and engineering 
dau and drawings. 

The requirements for installation are simple: 

1. They must be installed in a cooling pond. This pond is of 

relatively small size, approximately 1Q to 20 acres or even smalier. 

n 

co 2. They must be provided with water being pumped from the lake 

Yn at a pressure of 23 to 25 psia. 



There will be none of the usual delays for fabrication since Consumer 
Fuels has these in stock, ready for immediate shipment. For this reason, 
they can be installed in a relatively short time, and offer an alternate 
solution to the present cooling water problem. 

Having these spray tree assemblies would allow the reactor to start up 
without having to delay until the cooling tower is finished. 

They also offer other advantages once installed: 

1. Additional cooling to allow the reactor! a) to run at any time, at 
full power without production loss, even in the hottest months of 
the year. 

2. Aeration of the water to remove chlorine 

3. Re-oiygenation of the water 

A. Standby or alternate cooling in case of maintenance or outage of 
the cooling tower-no production loss for operating problems with 
the tover. 
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Spray Tree Assemblies 3 June 6. 1990 

3. On-site setf-cammed fiteraate coaling in case of tirerasJ 
emergency or thermal aoadest within the plant 

These spray free assemblies are immediately ivailabte and at a lover 
art than can be p u rc ha sed e b c v heie. 

f m n«r Fuels. Inc., also has in stock additional items of nuclear safety 
eqmpinent. mdodtng 

" ■Charcoal (aT-Gas Adsorber Tanks 

oo » n ydnnen Recombination Vessels (Catalytic and Thermal types) 

J£ •Hydroawtion Radwaste FtHen 

•Seating Air Compressors 



/Oiftoo M. McClure 
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CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 
OFFERS FOR SALE 



NUCLEAR QUALIFIED SAFETY 
EQUIPMENT 



L SPRAY TREE ASSEMBLIES TO PROVIDE PLANT ULTIMATE 
HEAT SINK 

- Capable of *ffr rp»'"«t 170.0* x IQ 6 BTU/HR for safe shutdown 

{ninftff s QDdCST tuC^^Qftl SCCIOOU* 

IL CHARCOAL OFF-GAS ABSORBER TANKS 
• To provide ondear process off-gas filtration 



00 ID. HYDROGEN RECOMBINATION VESSELS: 



A. To provide safe catalytic reconmmation 
OR 

B. To provide safe thermal recombination of hydrogen-oxygen 
mixtui e a dnrinf a p^r™* nuclear- fuel tbermal a cc id ent 

IV. HYDROMATION FILTERS 

> To remove all fine radioactive particles from reactor radwaste 

fUSCDSTBE Bflmd C0DKBI 

V. SEALING AIR COMPRESSORS 

■ To provide po siti ve *»a*"»t pressure in a reactor pipe penetration 
dnrinf reactor shutdown or emergencr or accident conditions. 



ALL EQUIPMENT IN STOCK 
AND AVAILABLE FOR IMMEDIATE SHIPMENT 
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FOR COOLING TWO EA. NUCLEAR POWER 
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oS OF 1269 MEGAWATTS EACH 
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ORIGINAL DESIGN OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS: 

These Spray Tree Assemblies ire designed to simultaneously cool [be Essential 
Service Water (cooling water) for two Boiling Water Nuclear Power Reactors of 
approximately 1269 megawatts each reactor. 1 This thermal performance required is for two 
(2) conditions: 

(1) For nnrmat shutdown of both reactors with no makeup water or offsite power 
available 

(2) For Emergency Shutdown with one reactor in the LOCA condition (Loss of 
Cooling-Emergency Accident Mode), the second reactor also being shutdown in the 
emergency shutdown mode, also with loss of makeup water and no offsite power to the plant 

The spray trees consist of a vertical pipe of 7 5/8 inches l.D. which has eight 

1 1/2" diameter stainless steel "arms". Each arm is terminated by a Spraying Systems Co. 

nozzle (1 1/2CX SS 27-55). 
O The entire spray tree assembly operates with no moving parts. Operation simply 

00 requires water pressure at 23 to 23 psi at the base of the assembly. 

^ The units arc designed for an operational life of 40+ years with minimum maintenance. 



1 Design codes: 

ANSI N43.2, Quality Assurance Procedure Requirements for Nuclear Power Plants 

ANSI N45.2.2 and ANSI N45.2.9 through N45.2.13 QA Requirements for Nuclear 
Power Plants 

NRC Regulatory Guide 1.27. Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power Plants 

ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code, Sections m and IX 



•X- 
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General Data on the Spray Tree Assemblies: 

THE SPRAY POND DESIGN 

The original cooling ponds were more or less elliptical in shape. They typically have: 
Minor axis from about 320* to about 420' 
Major axis from about 473' to about 600' 

The spray trees were originally designed into two (2) adjacent concentric circles of 
water distribution pipes. Each circle was further divided into two divisions or halves. Each of 
the resulting four divisions was supplied with its own separate pump. 

The larger circle will spray 23.330 gpm and the smaller circle wiil spray 13.940 gpm. The 

total water sprayed is 34.470 gpm. The larger circle mounted 66 trees while the smaller circle 

,-,-^ired 39 trees, 
o 
I 

g° HEAT LOAD: 

O The distribution of the heat load for normal operations is considered to be a high of 

106.83 x 106 BTU/H per pond with both divisions of the larger circle required. Under this 
mode the smaller circle is not spraying water. Emergency shutdown with a L.OCA in one 
reactor also requires the larger circle in operation. The smaller circle can dissipate an 
additional 63.14 x 10* BTU/H. 
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SPRAY TREE ASSEMBIES: BASIC DATA 

The pond has two adjacent concentric circles of water distribution pipe. 

The larger circle sprays 23 J 30 gpm. 

The smaller circle sprays 13,940 gpm. 

The total water sprayed is 37,470 gpm. 

The larger circle mounts 66 trees. 

The smaller circle mounts 39 trees. 

The original total of 105 spray trees is available. 

Each spray tree assembly will spray 337 gpm <§) 23 psi 

O Each spray tree assembly will dissipate 1.619 x I0 6 BTU/H 

I 
J~ Normal operations dissipate 106.85 x 10^ BTU/H, using both divisions of the larger circle 

t— • 

The LOCA mode also requires the larger circle. 

The smaller circle will additionally dissipate 63. 14 x l0*> BTU/H. 

The design codes governing this spray see design are: 

ANSI N45.2, Quality Assurance Procedure Requirements for Nuclear Power Plants 

ANSI N45.2.2 and ANSI N45J.9 through N43.2.13 QA Requirements for 
Nuclear Power Plana 

NRC Regulatory Guide 1.27, Ultimate Heat Sink for Nuclear Power Plants 

ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. Section* DJ and DC 
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SPRAY TREE ASSEMBLY AND POND 



Conaumar Fuals Corporation 



7250 Governors Drive 



Huntavilla, Alabama 33808 



(205) 837-5860 
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CHARCOAL OFF-GAS ABSORBER TANKS 



OFFERED BY 



CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 
7250 Governors Drive West 
Huntsville, Alabama 35806 

205-837-5660 
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CONSUMER ft UELS, INC OFFERS FOR SALE: 

20 EACH CHARCOAL OFF-GAS ABSORBER TANKS. 

These tank* were designed to hold activated and specially treated charcoal (TED A or 
other treated). The radioactive fission product gases from the nuclear power reaction, such 
as xenon, krypton, iodine, etc., are adsorbed and held for extended periods of time. This 
extended dme period permits their decay. The remaining effluent gases from the adsorber are 
released to the environment through a vent and absolute filters. Paniculate daughters of 
these radioisotopes ire held in the charcoal beds and on the absolute filters. 



205-837-5660 
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DESIGN DATA 
CHARCOAL OFF-GAS ABSORBER TANKS 



o 
i 

OO 
OO 



A Venicil Tank with Integral Legs: 




Length 




23'*" 


Diameter 




4-0" 


Weight (empty) 




8,6a pounds 


Weight (loaded) 




24,121 pounds 


Capacity 




1.857 gallons 


Wall thickness 5/8" 






Material 




CS A3 16-70 


Design temperature 




to -50* 


Design pressure 




350 psi W.P. 


Code Class U - " 


N" Stamped 




Full 100% X-Ray Inspected 




Six Integral Nozzles 






2 c*. 


Inlet and Outlet 


• 4" dia. 


lea. 


Carbon load and unload - 6" dia. 


Jea. 


Thermocouple - 


2" dia. 


Plus hydrojest port. 







We have available twenty (20) of these 
Charcoal Off-Gas Absorber Tanks 
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HYDROGEN RECOMBINATION 
VESSELS 



OFFERED BY 



CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 

7250 Governors Drive West 

Huntsville, Alabama 35806 
o 

£ 205-837-5660 . 
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GENERAL HYDROGEN RECOMBINATION REQUIREMENTS 

A nuclear reactor may produce hydrogen-oxygen mixture* either: 

(1) In normal process - usually small volumes 

OR 

(2) In nuclear accident conditions, particularly during a Loss of 
Cooling Accident (LOCA) - usually large volumes 

Such hydrogen-oxygen mixtures pose explosive hazards to the reactor and must be re- 
combined safely. 

There are rwo major methods in current use which can provide for safe recombination of 
nuclear- produced hydrogen-oxygen mixtures: 

(1) Catalytic Recombination and (2) Thermal Recombination 

O The Catalytic Recombiner consists of a pressure vessel containing a catalyst cartridge. 

I The Catalytic Recombiner promotes the chemical re-combinadon of hydrogen and oxygen. 

00 producing harmless water in the off-gas stream of the nuclear power plant. . 

O 

The Thermal Recombiner consists of two specially designed sequential heating 
chambers. The first chamber initially heats the mixture to a temperature above the threshold 
for thermal recombination- The second reaction clumber is set up to be sensitive to the first 
clumber in both gas mixture and temperature. The second chamber controls and completes 
the Rconibwaiioa of hydrogen and oxygen. 

The result is safe recombination through use of the thermal process. 

CONSUMER FUELS. INC., has and offers for sale both the Catalytic and the Thermal 
types of recomoiners. 

The Rockwell Corpoimiion Atomies International Division Thermal Hydrogen 
Recombiner wu the type used at Three Mile Island to bring that reaction under safe control. 



Comment 
Number 
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HYDROGEN RECOMBINATION CATALYST VESSEL 

This Catalytic Recombiner consists of a pressure vessel containing a catalyst cartridge. 
The Catalytic Recombiner promotes the chemical re-combination of hydrogen and oxygen, 
producing harmless water in the off-gas stream of the nuclear power plant This produces a 
process volume reduction and limits downstream hydrogen content for safety purposes. 

This hydrogen is produced in small volumes during the normal process. However, in 
the event of a fuel-thermal accident, much higher and more dangerous levels of hydrogen may 
be produced. Thus this hydrogen catalytic process eliminates the hydrogen detonation and/or 
flashback: potential during a reactor thermal accident. 

Note: Operation is continuous and remote. Access during operation will not be 
possible due to radioactivity, but will be possible during plant shutdown. 

The complete Hydrogen Catalytic Recombiner consists of a pressure vessel plus 
„ removable recombiner catalyst cartridge. 

I 

00 



CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 

HAS FOR SALE 

TWO (2) EA. COMPLETE CATALYST RECOMBINER S PLUS 

TWO (2) EA. SPARE CATALYSTS 



Table C-8. Public Consents and DOE Responses 



o 
oo 



Content 

jfeurter Comnent Response 



DATA 
CATALYTIC HYDROGEN RECOMBINER 



RECOMBINER VESSEL: 




Height 


T6- 


Diameter 


4'9" 


Working Pressure 


350psi@90O a F. 


Working Tempexannc 


900° F. 


Vessel weight 8000 pounds 




Vessel has five welded nozzles: 




Inlet and Outlet nozzles ( ^ ) 


16" »Wii«i*r 


3 eft- tempemmc (TO 


|" Hiaini^f^r 


Manufacmrer 


Process Equipment Co, Inc. 


CARTRIDGE CATALYST: 




Sized u> fit the above vessel 




Catalyst inmiiH in a siainlra steel basket 


Catalyst cartridge weight 


1,512 pounds 


Total weight of vessel plus cartridge 


9J12 pounds 


M T""fl'tlf'** 


Catalytic Products Intemaiional 




Rolling Meadows. 1L 



CONSUMER FUELS, INC, HAS AND OFFERS FOR SALE 

2 EA. COMPLETE RECOMBINERS (VESSEL PLUS INSTALLED CARTRIDGE) 

AND HAS ADDITIONALLY TWO <2) EA. SPARE CATALYST CARTRIDGES 
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DATA 
THERMAL HYDROGEN RECOMBINER VESSELS 

Recombiner Vessel: 

Consists of an integrated baseplate 113" L x 65TV 

with all necessary components x 95" OAH 

Weight 8,U0 lbs. 

Design Working Pressure 10 psi © 1410" F. 

Pneumatic Test Pressure 75 psig 

Design Working Temperature 1410° F. 

Power Requirements 48 KW, 480 V, 3 

Manufacturer: Atomics International Division 

Rockwell Corporation 

o 
I 

00 

"•-J Note A Thermal Recombiner of this tame type, manufactured by the 

t - fJ Atomics International Division of Rockwell, was plumbed into the reactor vessel 

daring the Three Mile Island accident. Its subsequent operation reduced the 

large amounts of hydrogen within the reactor to water, and allowed safe rpntrol of 

the runaway reactor to be regained. Th er e fore , this recombiner is the only model 

with an operationally proven history in '"■""'"g a LOCA type nuclear "•"<—»* 

ASME Code m - N - 2 

Code case 148 1-1. 1592-9- 1662- 1644-5 (Nuclear) 



CONSUMER FUELS HAS AND OFFERS FOR SALE 
FOUR (4) EA.THERMAL HYDROGEN RECOMBINER VESSELS 
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HYDROMATION RADWASTE FILTERS 



OFFERED BY 



n CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 

oo 7250 GOVERNORS DRIVE WEST 

£ HUNTSvilXE, ALABAMA 35806 

205-837-5660 
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HYDROMATION NUCLEAR RADWASTE FILTER 
MODEL NO. HN-4016 

This diatomaceous earth filter assembly, manufactured by Hydromation, Inc., 
was designed as an integral part of a boiliog water reactor radioactive waste 
processing system. The filter is a flat bed filter comprised of upper and lower 
shells containing a filter media endless belt 

The media belt is of fine mesh dacron. Pneumatic lift bags are designed to 
unseal the shells and lift the upper shell for discharge and recharge cycles. 

The filter media is diatomaceous earth. It is placed on the media belt by a 
pre -coat operation. The media absorbs the fine radwaste panicles and allows 
only the clean liquid to pass through the individual diatoms of the filter cake. 
Internal pressure builds as the filter is used. At a predetermined pressure, 

n filtration stops, and the filter automatically indexes through its cycle to resume 

^ operation. 

"-" Some additional auxiliary equipment is necessary to put this filter into 

operation. This auxiliary equipment can be identified by the intended final use of 
the filter, but might include the precoat tank, the precoat pump, the precoat feeder, 
and other small auxiliary valves and switches. 

Certain nuclear operations might also need to specify a dust evacuator to 
remove and handle the expended filter cake. 
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DATA 
HYDROMATION RADWASTE FILTER 



00 

a* 



Model No. 

Type 

Construction 

Filter Media 
Filtration Area 
Filter Cycles 
Filter Media Support 

Weight of Filter 
Flow Rate 
Filtration Quality 



4016 

Flat Bed 20* L x 9" H x 5*4" W 

Stainless Steel lined shells 

Stainless Steel roller drive chains 

Replaceable Diatomaceous Earth 

54 square feet 

Automatic 

Two-piece Fine Mesh Endless 

Dacron Belt 

20,000 pounds 

220 gpm 

Removes particles down to 0.5 - 

1.0 micron size level 



CONSUMER FUELS HAS AND OFFERS FOR SALE 
TWO (2) MODEL 4016 HYDROMATION RADWASTE FILTERS 
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SEALING AIR COMPRESSORS 



OFFERED BY 



CONSUMER FUELS, INC. 
7250 Governors Drive West 
Huntsville, Alabama 35806 

?. 205-837-5660 

00 
'-a 
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DATA 
SEALING AIR COMPRESSORS 

NUCLEAR GRADE ASME DESIGN 

OIL FREE, CLASS 2, SEISMIC I 

Capacity 70 - 8 SCFM 

Inlet Pressure (abs.) '4.7 psia 

Inlet Temperature '" F 

Discharge Pressure 134.7 psu 

Rued Speed 3575 RPM 

Drive Motor 5° H^ 

Becmc Power Reliance Motor of the Nuclear 

Service Type 460/230 V. 60 cy. 
SF/D 
O 

OO These Sealing Air Compressor* produce Breathing Grade E quality air. The 

GO* compressor head compresses air with t cemrifugally driven pure water ring, and therefore the 

air is uncontaminated by the compressor. 

These machines were originally manufactured as a nuclear process leakage control 
compressor. They were used to guarantee rero leakage from certain nuclear processes 
involved in a nuclear power plant during any nuclear accident. They were utilized roughly as 
shown by Diagram No. 1 attached. 
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These —"*'■** are brand new. They ue complete with compressor head, output air 
loop, water separators, coolers, beat exchanger, pressure gauges, valves, motor, motor 
controls, etc. They have been in inside ANSI Class B storage for nuclear grade material 
since purchased. 

These myh™-* an available for inspection and immediate shipment. 



O 
I 
00 
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*° CONSUMER FUELS, INC, HAS AND OFFERS FOR SALE 

TWO EA. SEALING AIR COMPRESSORS, COMPLETE ASSEMBLIES, 
PLUS ONE EA. SPARE COMPRESSOR HEAD 
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DIAGRAM HO. 1 



SEALING AW COMPRESSORS 
METHOD OF USE 



PLANT SIDE 
OF N -PROCESS 



SHUT -OFF 
..ISOLATION VALVES 



£ 



O 

CD 

On 
O 



PRESSURIZED PIPE SPACE 




NORMAL OUTPUT 
'-> OF N-FWOCES5 



During an accident in a nuclear process, ll out become desirable or nece ssar y to se*J off a pressurized pipe 
penetration. Normal sealing of such a pipe for non-nuclear p roc e sses is rypkaOy shotting off a single n w faH o n 
valve installed in the pipe- For more critical positive sealing of a nudear process pipe p e n e trati on, two rsnlalJun 
vahres provide the safer shuloff. In addition, to further control and prevent any leakage, the space b e t w een the 
shutoff valves is pressurized by air (Compressed Air Association Grade E) from the sealing air compressor as 
shown in the above simplified diagram- 
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A-27 



STATEMENT OF SAM SOUL LAC I 



o 
i 
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A-27-01 



MR. SCHILLACI: Good naming. Thank you for letting me speak. 
My nane is San Schillaci, and I represent nyself. I've been a 
resident of Aiken for about 10 years. 

I would just like to state some views, if anybody has a chance 
to look at the views. 

Okay. I'd like to state sone views. Everybody's had a chance 
to state their views. The world's tropical forest are 50 percent of 
the world, and that's on the first page of my statement. We have a 
number of problems; the environment is one of them. And I would 
like to see DOE address some of the more global problems that we 
have today, such as global warming and tropical forests. 

The DOE is a multi disciplined department; it was originally 
charged with the long-term progress, research and development of 
energy technology, the marketing of federal power, energy 
conservation and the nuclear weapons program, energy regulatory 
programs, and the upkeep of the Federal energy database. Now, I 
understand that part of their mission is nuclear care, but with 
22,000 employees, you could possibly reach into some of the other 
areas of the entire Department of Energy scope. 

I am not against the weapons program;- we need a defense, but 
I'm not technical enough to address that issue. But I'm just 
wondering why three reactors instead of two. 



As described in Section 2.2 of the EIS, DOE has 
considered the alternative of shutting down one or 
two of the three reactors. DOE has determined that 
the production capacity of two SRS reactors is 
insufficient to meet the current projected 
requirements for nuclear materials as established by 
the NWSH and discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS. 
In addition, a potential reduced-need scenario was 
evaluated and is considered in this EIS. 
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A-27-02 



A-27-03 



I'd always hoped that the Department of Energy would take a 
larger role in national energy conservation, alternate fuels and 
advanced transportation, especially in the coming years. 



And lastly, I might ask that you have a local office. And I 
see in the paper that DOE does have a local office now, but it is 
for emergency preparedness. That in itself is kind of scary if you 
live in town. I would like to see it staffed, and not really 
specialized in emergency preparedness, as a focal point for people 
interested in Department of Energy matters. 

And I think that the Department should become more viable and 
visible in this area, and more responsive to our issues of the day. 
Thank you. 



o 

i 

oo 

CO 



Response 



DOE has several programs that deal with the research 
and development of alternative energy resources. 
The subject of this EIS, however, is the continued 
operation of nuclear material production reactors, 
which are not linked at all to the development of 
energy resources. 

The DOE Office of External Affairs is a focal point 
for public inquiries on DOE matters. The public can 
contact Mr. J. M. Gaver, Director, Office of 
External Affairs, Savannah River Operations Office, 
P.O. Box A, Aiken, South Carolina 29802. 
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A-28 



STATEMENT OF MR. PHILIP H. PERMAR 



A-28-G1 
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40 years ago this summer in Wilm Physicists-Engineers- 
Metallurgists-Physical Chemists. Never dreamed our work would come 
to this! for 38 years in Aiken, been provided the results In favor 
of making some neutrons at SRS call it restart or continued 
operation or whatever 

1. Not our job to second guess DOD or T requirements. If they 
want it, they should get it. Its their job to understand 
Mr. Gorbachev. 

2. Savannah River Reactors are in no way similar to Chernoble in 
design or construction. Our reactors are inherently safe. No 
risk of serious accidents. In fact, 2 have been shut down 
without any disastrous events. Suggest that the EIS consider 
these shut-downs in predicting the course of possible future 
shut-downs. 

3. Handling of reactor wastes is. under control. DWPF will process 
waste safely and successfully and a long-term disposal site can 
be made available at the DOE weapons proving grounds. 

In conclusion, let's allow get Westinghouse to off dead center 
and go! 

Thanks for this opportunity — 

I don't know if I am in favor of continued operation or Im 
really in favor of getting off dead center and making a few neut — 
Based on my own personal experience with the design, construction 
and the operating history of the reactors 

Background - Began in summer of 1950 in design liaison group in 
Wilmington 

- Research Manager of Nuclear Materials 

- Developer of market for 252cf 

- Waste Management Planning 

1. If Dept of Defense needs Tritium, they should get it. Not our 
task to comment on these needs. Go talk to DOD!! 



Section 4.1.3 of the EIS discusses potential 
accident consequences. 
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2. Savannah River Reactors are in no way Similar to Chernoble in 
design or materials We risk no. serious nuclear accident. 

3- Started with 5 stainless steel reactors - 2 shut down without 
any disastorous events. 

Suggest if you want to forecast consequences of possible future 
failures, look to the details of past failures - 

4. Handling of reactor wastes now under control. 

Defense Waste Process Facility 

Final burial at Nevada test site is prudent and reasonable. 

In conclusion lets stop arguing and let Westinghouse get the 
show on the road! 
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A-29 
A-29-01 
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STATEHENT OF JOHN BEARD 



OR. BEARD: I'm John Beard. I represent myself. I did work at 
the DuPont Savannah River Plant for 22 years. I need approximately 
two minutes of your time, if you can afford that amount. 

There are times when we need to face reality. There's no doubt 
that we need radioactive elements for weapons, energy and medicine. 
By being fortunate enough to split the atom, this great country of 
ours has kept at bay potential aggressors since World War II, so 
that America is synonymous with freedom and with opportunity. 
Post-World War II America was the only country in the world that 
deterred the Communists from taking over the free world. 

The Cold War isn't over yet. Admittedly, the world situation 

is better, but we need to have a difference on our side. It was 

George Washington who said, "Eternal vigilance is the price of 
liberty." 

Our sources of energy are dwindling. Some forms of energy, 
especially coal, cause pollution which cannot adequately be 
controlled. It is obvious that we are now dependent on radioactive 
materials for energy. To keep this country great, I am unreservedly 
in favor of the start of the reactors at the Savannah River Site. 
Thank you very much. 



Comments noted, 
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STATEMENT OF VERNON MUNDY 

RT. 3, BOX 431-S 

AIKEN, SC 29801 

VERNON MUNOY PHONE 803-593-2232 (LEAVE MESSAGE) 

REPRESENT: BODY OF CHRIST & SELF 

I'm Vernon Mundy, and I'm a Christian. So, I'm going to try to 
represent the body of Christ and also ourselves, as divergent as 
that may be sometimes. 

I was born and raised in this county, and I've lived the last 
14 years in Florida, and I've been visiting here for the past few 
months. I live with my brother and work in Aiken. 

I feel fortunate to be able to be part of this procedure, and 
it has been very interesting to hear the versus sides, especially 
the two scientists who spoke on opposing sides, one of whom had 
worked for the Department of Energy at several places. 

I'd like to say a little bit about what God says about our jobs 
here. In Genesis I, God said, "Let us make man in our image, after 
our likeness, and let him have dominion over the fish of the sea, 
the fowl of the air, and of the cattle and all of creatures upon the 
earth." So, He did that, and to bless us with the charge of doing 
those things that I just read. He said that they were to produce 
food for us. "And God saw everything that he had made, and knew 
that it was very good." There is one thing to say about this and 
the Bible; Jesus talks about our stewardship. And the way I look at 
it, he said that you take what God has given you, and you take care 
of it and make it better. And when you judge that stewardship at 
the end of your life, you have something to show. Not a waste of 
time, not something less, not a different thing, but a fruitful 
venture. 

How so many times has there been judgment, as with Noah. And 
even to the last day, people will be doing just like they did before 
the time of Noah, eating and drinking, they're in a given marriage, 
by themselves, building normal, everyday human things. And it's 
very easy when you're doing all these things and involved in all 
these things, to forget the words of warning and to ignore them, to 
have the same mentality. 



Comments noted. 
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And I hope that people aren't doing that here. A lot of people 
have spoken about families with children who live and work here and 
have businesses, but, if and when they want to have some truth, they 
literally did not forecast Chernobyl. When Chernobyl hit the fan, 
so to speak, a lot of those people refused to leave. 

I'm opposed to the plant operation because, as a scientist so 
stated here, we have 3 to 10 years' worth of tritium; we still have 
literally years of work to clean up the waste, million and billions 
of dollars to spend. All the leaks have not been reported to the 
public that allow those people to go on complacently. The one 
scientist stated a possible 5,000 cancers with a major leak, and 
then, possibly a factor of 10 to 100 more than that. Nobody can 
afford that. 

We have responsibility. The Government, the DOE — they have 
to do what they're told to do. And we admit that it's our 
responsibility to oversee that and be sure that the judgment is done 
right. And I'd like to see them give more consideration. And I 
pray to God that we are heard in this proceeding. Thank you. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials and 
A-09-02 on waste management and environmental 
restoration. 

Section 4.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential 
additional risk to human health resulting from the 
continued operation of K-, L-, and P- Reactors. The 
health effects of past operations have been {and are 
being) evaluated by independent agencies, as 
described in Appendix 8; no significant health 
impacts on the general public have been identified. 
Section 3.7 {Tables 3-13 and 3-14) and annual 
environmental monitoring reports issued by DOE 
describe the extent of contamination from prior SRS 
operations. Section 4.1 presents projected 
environmental impacts from continued reactor 
operation. 
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My name is Paul Hilner, I an a physician and Professor at the 
Medical College of Georgia, and I an representing the Augusta 
Chapter of Physicians for Social Responsibility. 

When the Natural Resources Defense Council team visited the 
KYSHTYM nuclear weapons complex in the Ural Mountains of the Soviet 
Union - a facility so secret that it had never appeared on Soviet 
naps - an old retired worker said: "I am seventy-five years old and 
I've worked almost ay entire life building nuclear weapons. I'm 
just glad I've lived long enough to see Americans come here, becagse 
now maybe we can out an end to this senseless arms race ." 

But not at the SRS. You will notice that Appendix A to the EIS 
draft "Need for this material" is left blank. The information is 
classified, not so much to keep it from the Soviet Union, who know 
all about it, but to prevent the citizens of the United States from 
causing political problems for the DOE. 

In the light of the recent changes in the political direction 
of the Soviet Union and their Eastern European allies, the most 
democratic and sensible proposed action in the EIS is ALTERNATIVE - 
3, - Terminate operation of K-, L- and P-Reactors in the immediate 
future and maintain then in cold standby. Let us await the outcome 
of arms negotiations and the political changes now rapidly 
occurring. President Gorbachev said, at Stanford University the 
other day, that we should work together for a world without war. 
Why not take him on on that? He is comnitteed to non-production of 
nuclear weapons and a comprehensive test ban treaty any time we are 
ready to agree. 

We could put our resources to saving the planet from the 
depredations of our industrial excesses and lack of foresight of the 
consequences of unregulated nuclear weapons facilities. 

i he clean-up of the weapons complexes will cost, according to 
the government, in excess of $100 billion over 10 years - more than 
it cost to put a man on the moon. Host of that will be spent on 
employing personnel. The EIS says that shutting down the reactors 
indefinitely would cause the loss of over 5,000 jobs. I suppose we 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 
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should all continue to smoke tobacco, drink alcohol, and stuff 
ourselves with high cholesterol food because otherwise jobs would be 
lost! Jobs are being lost in industry all the time, but the nuclear 
weapons plants will need jobs for years to clean up the mess and 
make then safe for future generations. 

In Table 4-15, the EIS lists the potentially dangerous 
incidents that have occurred at the SRS since 1960, (presumably 
there are no records before that date). Fron 1971 through 1987 
there were 53 reactor shutdowns because of problems. In August 
1988, at an attempted start-up of P-Reactor, a Chernobyl-like 
situation could have occurred had the reactor not been shut down. 
The EIS tries to downplay this incident by saying it posed no threat 
to the public. 



There is much discussion about the theoretical probability of a 
serious accident, but no evacuation plan for the population of the 
area should an accident occur. The Chernobyl accident has produced 
devastating effects over a very wide area. Whole towns are 
uninhabitable. The leukemia rate in children is now four times the 
expected incidence. Thousands of square miles of northern Europe 
are contaminated, and the reindeer, the staple food of the 
Lapplanders, cannot be eaten because they have fed on radioactive 
plants. The ultimate death toll from cancers is unknown. 

Oil, it can't happen here. These are famous last words. The 
K-, L-, and P-Reactors are over 35 years old. They are shut down 
because they are not safe. Let us keep them shut down indefinitely 
and get on with making South Carolina a better place to live. 

"I am not alone in having this opinion. Fifty-four prominent 
citizens, including two former CIA Directors, William Colby and 
Stansfield Turner, former Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance, former 
Defense Secretary Robert S. HcNanara, have sent a letter to 
President Bush asking that the reactors at SRS not be restarted. I 
quote from this letter: "Surely this unrelenting race to produce 
yet more ingredients for nuclear weapons deserves serious 
re-examination in light of the progress being made to end the 
nuclear arms race". This letter also went to President Gorbachev, 
who has announced a time table for shutting down production by the 
year 2000. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Because the nuclear and physical-chemical 
characteristics of the SRS reactors are 
fundamentally different from those of the Chernobyl 
reactors, a similar accident at SRS reactors is 
physically impossible. 



Section 3.9 of the EIS discusses emergency 
preparedness. 
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A-32 STATEMENT OF A. K. HASAN 

A-32-01 MR. HASAN: Thank you. My name is A. K. Hasan. I am lifelong Comments noted, 

resident of Augusta, Richmond County. I am a former member and 
president of the Richmond County Board of Education, and a former 
member of the City Council of Augusta. I am here today as a 
husband, father, a concerned citizen, but also to represent — I am 
Vice President of the Carolina Friends of the Savannah River Site, 
and I am an official representative today on behalf of the City 
Council of Augusta and the Richmond County Board of Commissioners. 
And in representing different organizations that share the same 
viewpoint, which is to endorse the restart of the reactors at the 
Savannah River Site, in keeping with the schedule that has been set 
forth by the Department of Energy and Westinghouse Savannah River 
Company. 

7 First of all, I would like to mention that nuclear weapons are 

00 reality; they are something that we have come to live with for some 

o time. Nuclear weapons have contributed to a strong defense posture 

for America in the world; they have afforded us the opportunity to 
become peace advocates and advocates of freedom, particularly in 
areas such as Eastern Europe. I do not believe that we would have 
the success of the Berlin Wall coming down had we not had the 
presence of nuclear weapons and a strong defense posture on behalf 
of America and the voice of America to speak to those concerns. 

We must also be aware of the fact that the Savannah River Site 
is the only site under the supervision of the Department of Energy 
that produces tritium, which is needed for the production and the 
replenishing of nuclear weapons and, as we alluded to, for the 
purpose of establishing a strong defense. So, we must be realistic, 
we must work to keep our defense intact, and we must remain a strong 
voice in the world on behalf of peace and freedom. 

As a local resident and as a member of the Georgia-Carolina 
Friends of the Savannah River Site, I am personally concerned and 
the group is concerned with the plant's safety. We are pleased to 
have had the opportunity to study the Environmental Impact Statement 
released by the Department of Energy. And as the study points out, 
because of the procedures, the implementation of new technologies, 
the restart of the reactors certainly will contribute some 
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additional contamination to the overall environment. However, it is 
very minimal in the sense that it will be less than one mi 11 i rem of 
new additional contamination to the overall environment. To put 
that in perspective, a person who takes an X-ray receives some 39 
mi 11 rem of radiation exposure by virtue of getting an X-ray. When 
the restart of the reactors is put in force, only less than one 
mill i rem of new contamination will be in the environment. 

Also, on the local level, have some 22,000 people currently 
employed at the Site; it contributes heavily to our overall economic 
community's viability and the health of the economic situation in 
our community. Westinghouse's coming in has contributed some two 
million dollars to local colleges and universities to help train and 
educate young people so that they will be prepared to perhaps become 
engineers at the Site. More importantly, Westinghouse has allocated 
some $100 million toward training, retraining, educating and 
(-, reeducating current employees at the Site, with some $50 million 

t going toward remediation. The purpose for the remediation is 

^ because when a young person in America graduates from the high 

<-* school, the national standard is that that person can go on as a 

graduate with a reading capacity on an eight grade level. 
Westinghouse, because of its strict procedures and its redundant 
methods of operation, needs those individuals who can read at least 
on an 11th grade level, so, they are putting a lot of money, in 
terms of remediation, to train and retrain employees. 

And finally, I would like to say that with disposal of waste 
being one of the major issues in our world today, this plant's 
operation and existence afford us the opportunity to have a company 
such as Westinghouse to consistently work to develop new methods of 
disposing waste, in addition to developing additional technologies. 
So, we need to have our reactors restarted, and we certainly support 
this wholeheartedly. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF KIP CAMPBELL 



MR. CAMPBELL: Thank you. My name is Kip Campbell. I do work 
for Greenpeace. I am not representing that organization today; 
somebody else is going to do that. 

I've been thinking for several days about what I was going to 
say when I got here because I wanted to say something that hadn't 
already been said or that wasn't going to be covered. A lot of 
people at this hearing today have already been at other hearings. I 
thought about all kinds of things that I could say, like, that if 
there was ever a time to pause and see what, you know, course peace 
might take, it's now — these kinds of things. But I really think 
that other people are going to talk about that. And we heard about 
redundancy today. 

So, I thought that I would talk about something — we've also 
heard so many facts and figures today — I will try to stay away 
from facts and figures. One of my favorite Americans was always 
Mark Twain, who had a very low opinion of statistics. And in the 
time I've worked for Greenpeace, that's something that I've learned. 
I've seen statistics twisted and used to all kinds of things; you 
know, the same figures used to prove many things. 

We're living in a very changing time right now. It must be 
very difficult for you, here in Aiken, to be watching the course 
that the peace accords are taking because on one hand, if you're 
hoping that they success, you're also looking at situation that may 
create a great deal of economic hardship for yourselves and for your 
town. Even with other nations like Iraq or China having nuclear 
weapons, if the accord succeeds, we're definitely going to cut the 
amount of weapons that we have. And this is going to create a 
stockpile of materials that you produce here in Aiken at SRS, as 
it's called now. 

I've heard people say today that every person who lives here in 
Aiken is in favor of the restart of SRP. I can probably say that 
every person who works for Greenpeace is opposed to the restart of 
SRP. That doesn't really matter when you live in Aiken; it doesn't 
really matter what we think at Greenpeace. We're not the people who 
are paying for this facility. The people who are paying for this 



Comments noted. 
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facility are the American taxpayers, and they're being told by their 
President, by people like Margaret Thatcher, they're hearing it from 
the Soviet premiers — they're hearing all these people say that the 
Cold War is over. 

The Cold War nay not be over, but that also doesn't really 
matter. What matters is whether or not the people who pay the bills 
for this facility believe that the Cold War is over. And with 
people like the President telling them that it is, there's a good 
chance that that's what they believe, especially since they probably 
want to believe that. 

You may see SRP be restarted in December. You may even see 
work begin on the New Production Reactor. I think that all of these 
are very temporary situations, that the American people are tired of 
paying the Cold War. And if they think that it is over, the first 
n question that they are going to ask their leaders is, "Why are we 

i still paying to build bombs if the Cold War is over?" This is a 

2J free market economy; they don't buy products that they don't need 

u> anywhere, and there's not a whole lot of need for bombs if there's 

not a war. 

If the production of bomb ends — and it's going to end; it may 
not end this year, it may not end next year, but it's going to end 
soon, unless there is a dramatic reversal of what's happening in the 
world today. And very few people — even people like the CIA — 
don't want to believe that that's going to happen. 

I think that what you need to do here in Aiken is that you need 
to start planning for a future where, in order to support your 
economy, you have to do something besides build bombs. That might 
not happen this year or next year, but it's going to happen soon, 
and it's going to take you a long time to shift your economy from 
building weapons to building something else, something that people 
want to buy five years from now. 

That's what I wanted to say. Thank you, and take care. 
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A-34 STATEMENT OF ADAM 0. GOLDSTEIN, M.D. 

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON THE 

CONTINUED OPERATION OF THE K,L, AND P REACTORS 

SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA 

JUNE 8, 1990 

BY: ADAM 0. GOLDSTEIN, M.D., PRESIDENT 

PHYSICIAN'S FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 
AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 

Good morning, 

My name is Adam Goldstein, and I am the current President of 
n the Augusta Chapter of Physician's for Social Responsibility., or 

i' PSR. I want to express my thanks for the opportunity to speak 

* before you at this time, 

c- 

My comments this morning are directed to the following four 
specific problems with the current Draft EIS: 

1. The Draft EIS fails to adequately address the ramifications 
of International developments in arms control negotiations. 

2. The Draft EIS seriously fails to discuss and may potentially 
underestimate significant medical concerns. 

3. Emergency accident and management plans are inadequate. 

4. The Draft EIS fails to adequately address the costs of 
continued operation of the reactors vs. placing them on cold 
standby or decommissioning. 

I will briefly discuss each point. 

1. The Oraft EIS fails to adequately address the rami fications of 
International developments in arms contro l negotiations. 

A-34-01 The need for reactor operation is stated to be the need to meet Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 

the need for tritium production as updated in the Nuclear Weapons need for tritium. 
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A-34-02 



Stockpile Memorandum, which is classified. This "classified 
material," written and approved over 16 months ago, is already 
outdated, as evidenced by the events below. 

The Energy Department has recently stated that it is preparing 
two comprehensive studies on the public health and environmental 
consequences of its program to clean up and modernize atomic 
weapons' plants, to explore in public how many weapons' plants the 
United States needs, to produce radioactive materials for bombs. 
James Watkins, the Secretary of Energy, stated that these studies 
will "serve as useful planning tools to allow DOE and the public to 
assess the system wide impacts of broad policy alternatives before 
irrevocable commitments of resources are made." 

On May 24, 54 prominent Americans, including one former 
Secretary of State, one former Defense Secretary, and two former CIA 
Directors, sent a letter to President Bush endorsing and encouraging 
a reexamination of and a halting to further production of nuclear 
weapon's materials. 

Within the last week, it has been Internationally reported that 
Presidents' Bush and Gorbachev signed unprecedented agreements to 
reduce long-range nuclear missiles. This statement directly 
contradicts statements in the Draft EIS that "requirements in the 
near term will not change significantly", and which statement the 
entire Draft EIS analysis is based. 

The Draft EIS should therefore address: 

"How does present and future arms control negotiations and warming 
relationships with the Soviet Union affect the need to produce 
plutonium and tritium for nuclear warheads? 

*What effect does the recent arms treaty have on restart operations 
vs other alternatives? 

* Should any proposed restart occur before a programmatic EIS is 
performed to prevent 'irrevocable commitments of resources'? 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 
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2. The Draft EIS seri misly fails to discuss and mav potentially 
underestimate significant m edical concerns. 

The Draft EIS purpose is stated to be to further the purposes of 
NAPA by providing the public with updated information on the 
environmental impacts of the continued operation of K,L, and P 
reactors; yet, the proposed "no action" alternative of continued 
operations is flatted since the current reactors are noi operational . 

While this Draft EIS was prepared by 30 individuals, there is 
not a single physician among the group and only four individuals 
with Doctorate level education. It is not surprising therefore, 
that discussions of radiation induced health effects that "could" 
occur as a result of reactor restart totally ignore the cumulative 
health effects and evaluations of workers and surrounding 
populations from over 35 years of reactor operations. 

The adequacy of current medical monitoring systems, exposure 
modeling techniques and standards to evaluate the long term health 
of workers and surrounding papulations for future operations must be 
reassessed in light of recent scientific findings on the health 
effects and risks of exposure to low level ionizing radiation. 

The Draft EIS should therefore address the need for i ndeoendent 
analysis of all prior exposure levels and their health effects on 
all workers who have worked in K,L, or P reactors as well as nearby 
communities since operations first began. The Draft EIS should also 
answer the following questions; 

•How much radioactive and hazardous materials have gotten into the 
environment during prior reactor operations, and what effect will 
this contamination have on the health of workers for future cleanup 
efforts. 

•Since the reactors ware built in 1954 and there are plans for 
eventual decommissioning, what is the expected lifespan for the 
reactors under different production alternatives and the effects on 
safety calculations for worker health? 



Please see the responses to Comments A-07-02 and 
A-08-01 on continued operation. 



Section 3.7 of the EIS presents estimates of 
cumulative exposures to the public from prior SRS 
operations. 

Appendix 8 (Section B.1.5) discusses previous and 
current epidemiological studies of SRS workers and 
the neighboring populations. Also, please see the 
response to Comment A-17-02 on recent health risk 
estimates and their use in this EIS. 

Please see the responses to Comment A-34-04 and 
A-34-05 on exposure levels and health risks. 



Please see the response to Comment A-34-04 on 
exposure and health risks, and the EIS on Was_t£ 
Management Activities for Groundwater Protection. 
Savannah River Plant (DOE/EIS-0120) . 

As noted in Section 2.1.2.3.2 of the EIS (and unlike 
N-Reactor at Hanford), DOE has identified no life- 
limiting mechanisms for the SRS reactors, regardless 
of the production alternatives adopted. 
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3. Emergency accident and management plans a re inadequate. 

The Draft EIS states the SRS has enjoyed over 100 plus reactor 
years of reliable operation. This statement is contradicted in the 
Draft EIS by the 1987 NAS/NAE report and the 1988 ACNFS report of 
major concern over management issues, the 1988 P Reactor startup 
fiasco, and the recent series of mishaps over the last two months as 
revealed in the Energy Department's daily reports. 

Because of past and continuing concerns, the Draft EIS should 
recommend that all safety, technical, and management structure 
issues are resolved despite any decision on reactor restart but 
certainly before any restart is contemplated. This evaluation 
should include completion of the severe accident evaluation 
currently underway. 

The SRS Site region includes both Richmond and Columbia 
Counties, where 23% of SRS employees and 60%-over 250,000 people- of 
the site region reside. Yet, Richmond and Columbia Counties have 
not been included in the SRS site County emergency plans and 
procedures. Portions of Richmond County do indeed fall within a 16 
km radius (which seems quite arbitrary) of SRS, which is the SRS 
definition of an Emergency Planing Zone. 

Therefore, the Draft EIS should answer the following questions: 

■Why is the largest metropolitan area included in the SRS Site 
region definition exempt from County emergency planning? 



"What are the effects of a lack of County emergency planning on 
accident scenarios for Richmond and Columbia Counties? 



DOE has revised Section 2.1.2 of the EIS to describe 
the modifications that will be completed before and 
after the resumption of production, and Section 
4.1.3 presents an analysis of the risks to health 
from severe accidents with the reactor configuration 
when production resumes. DOE will complete any 
safety upgrades that would materially reduce these 
risks. As stated by Secretary Hat kins on several 
occasions: "Restart of any of the SR reactors will 
not be authorized until I am personally satisfied 
that they can be operated safely." The independent 
Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board, which began 
its functions after the input to the Draft EIS was 
complete, also will provide its judgment on the 
readiness of the reactors to resume production. 



As revised, Section 3.9 of the EIS states that 
Richmond County falls outside the EPZ (i.e., it is 
beyond 10 miles from any of the reactors), and 
therefore does not require planning for the prompt 
movement of people. The State of Georgia is 
responsible for determining and implementing 
protective actions for the IPZ. 

At their respective distances from the SRS reactors, 
and with State plans in place, these counties would 
not be expected to be materially affected by the 
absence of specific response plans for SRS nuclear 
accidents. 
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*Which hospitals in Richmond and Columbia Counties may realistically 
expect to receive accident victims in severe accident scenarios? 

4. The Draft EIS fails to adequately address the costs of continued 
reactor operations vs placing them on cold standby or 
decommissioning. 

As noted in my statement on the absence of medical expertise in 
the Draft EIS preparation, it should also be noted that there is 
only one individual involved with this draft preparation with any 
stated experience in economic analysis. The total economic analysis 
reported in the Draft EIS are two unsubstantiated statements that 
reactor operations have contributed substantially to the rise in the 
standard of living in the site region and that reactor termination 
would result in the loss of thousands of jobs. 

The Draft EIS should look at costs in several different and 
expanded ways. Cost analysis includes both tradeoffs and options. 
The total program costs of the 98 major weapons currently in 
production in the U.S. is over $800 billion. This compares to $54 
million spent by the Federal Government in 1988 for AIDS and $450 
million for the budget of the U.S. International Narcotics Control. 
Over 100 new toxic waste sites were added to the EPA's list of most 
dangerous sites in 1989 while only 8 were cleaned up. 

Standards are living are another measure of the relative costs 
of an action and can be defined many ways, one of the most important 
being the health of a region compared to some standard. If a rise 
in the standard of living of SRS site regions has occurred, then we 
should see better health indices. The largest population center in 
the site region, Richmond County, had the following health indices 
in 1989: 



Low Birth Weight 

Crude Mortality Rate 

Crude Child Abuse Rate 

Alcohol and Drug Related Deaths 

Sexually Transmitted Diseases 



Richmond County 

8.3% 

8.6/1000 

6.26 

20/100,000 

3262/100,000 



Georoi a 
8.2% 
8.0/1000 
5.1 

15/100,000 
1601/100,000 



As stated in Section 3.9 of the EIS, DOE has a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Eisenhower Army 
Medical Center at Fort Gordon to assist in SRS 
emergencies and to accept radiation-exposed or 
contaminated emergency patients. 
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These statistics do not support a unified theory of higher 
standards of living for the site region. 



The Draft EIS perspective analysis on the costs of human lives 
gives an estimated annual risk of death, showing the risk of smoking 
one pack of cigarettes a day to living near a nuclear reactor. 
Given this type of analysis, the Draft EIS should also consider the 
total costs of SRS K, P, and L reactor restart and continuing 
operations compared to the costs of improving infant mortality, 
access to health care, etc. For instance, for the costs to upgrade 
the reactors to produce Plutonium 238, estimated to cost "several 
tens of millions of dollars", the entire state of South Carolina 
infant population could be immunized. 

The Draft EIS should also answer the following questions: 

■How much will it cost to clean up current wastes previously 

generated by K, L, and P reactors at SRS, and how much will the 

projected future costs be for cleanup using alternative production 
cycles? 



"Which alternative uses of money are appropriate comparisons for 
reactor restart cost/benefit ratios? 



The socioeconomic region of influence, which is 
described in Socioeconomic Charac teristics of 
Selected Counties and Commu nities Adjacent to the 
Savannah River Site (referenced in the EIS), 
consists of four counties in South Carolina and two 
in Georgia. A comparison of the standard of living, 
housing rents and values, and inflation rate in 
these six counties to those for South Carolina, 
Georgia, and the United States shows that the region 
of influence is similar to or slightly below the 
larger areas. 

Congress, and not DOE, is responsible for the 
authorization and allocation of funds for 
alternative public uses. Such an analysis is not 
within the scope of this EIS. 



The EIS on Waste Management Act ivities for 
Groundwater Protect ion. Savannah River Plant 
(OOE/EIS-0120) addresses alternative approaches for 
the management of SRS wastes. The DOE Five Year 
Plan for Environmental Restoration and Waste 
Management (D0E/S-0078P) provides preliminary 
estimates of about $830 million for SRS 
environmental restoration and corrective action 
costs through Fiscal Year 1996. Alternative 
production cycles will not materially affect future 
cleanup costs. 

The comment goes beyond the scope of this EIS. 
Please see the response to Comment A-34-14 on 
funding. 
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"Other than massive layoffs of 9000 workers, what additional 
alternative employment strategies might be employed, such as 
transferring workers to cleanup efforts, in the consideration of 
alternative reactor operation plans? 

In conclusion, I would like to give a quote by Jack Geiger, a 
Past President of Physician's for Social Responsibility and an 
International expert on Nuclear Weapon's medical effects: "A 
central requirement of medicine. ..is: 'First do no harm." That 
applies with equal force to agencies like the Department of Energy, 
whose operations affect the public health." 

Thank you. 



The development of alternative employment strategies 
is not the responsibility of DOE. In all 
likelihood, reactor operation specialists would have 
no difficulty finding employment in the commercial 
nuclear industry. Other staff members might find 
employment in some aspects of site restoration 
activities, but these activities generally would 
require different expertise than does reactor 
operation and maintenance. 
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A-35 



STATEMENT OF GLENN STARK 



A-35-01 



o 
i 

O 



A-35-02 



My name's Glenn Stark. I've been both in the United States 
Marines Corp, and I've been with Greenpeace; however, I'm here, 
representing neither. 

You can argue all you like about relative risks and various 
protection schemes, but no matter what, you know that this New 
Production Reactor facility is dangerous. Regardless of how long 
you postpone the crisis at SRP — and what I'm saying is postpone a 
crisis — if you run it long enough, eventually, you're going to 
have one. That still means hazardous. Table S-1 , page S-5 of the 
Environmental Impact Statement, understated though it is, makes this 
obvious. "Leaking nuclear waste containers, poor management 
oversight practices, and errors and failures in radiation monitoring 
equipment are just examples of already ongoing problems there." If 
you don't realize and admit the danger caused by this facility, 
you're either a fool or a liar. 

The issue that I'm here to address, however, is not the safety 
of this plant; I feel that that's been covered adequately. I am 
here because I would like to address the subject of the supposed 
need of SRP. Being a Marine, I understand the rationale behind the 
mad nuclear destruction. I understand the meaning of a deterrent 
nuclear weapon facility; however, I see no need to increase our 
current arsenal. In light of recent peace accords, we need to look 
at reduction, not new production. The short half-life of tritium is 
the chief reason to justify the reopening of the Savannah River 
nuclear plant. If one takes into account our current stockpile of 
tritium — Appendix A, classified — and recent arms agreement, this 
argument does not hold water. 



The official policy of the United States regard 
nuclear, biological and chemical warfare is that su 
will only be used in retaliation, not as a first st 
However, a number of defense projects, such as the 
initiative, the Trident II base missile system, and 
missile system contradict this policy. If we scrap 
un-American projects, the surplus material could be 
our current defensive arsenal. The Government has 
it's created to represent the needs of the people, 
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This EIS addresses the continuing operation of K-, 
L-, and P-Reactors; the NPR will be the subject of a 
separate EIS. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium. The need for nuclear weapons is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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industry. I didn't become a Marine to defend a nation that 

sacrifices the health and welfare of its people for the wealth of a 
few. 

That's all I have to say. Thank you very much. 
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A-36 



STATEMENT OF AMY CONLEY 

COMMENTS BY AMY CONLEY 

DOE'S PUBLIC HEARING ON DRAFT EIS 

AND RESTART OF K, L & P REACTORS 

AT SAVANNAH NUCLEAR WEAPONS PLANT 

June 8, 1990 
Aiken, SC 
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A-36-01 



A-36-02 



A-36-03 



A-36-04 



I question the need to continue production of tritium. I 
understand that decay rates are a concern but I'm talking about the 
Big picture. . .the global concern. In an era of ever-hopeful ants 
negotiations we are crazy to continue to subject our nation's 
citizens and others to the threat of another Chernobyl or a nuclear 
war. I an sure that workers at SRP are well trained and competent 
but accidents da happen. 

*See p. 1-3 of EIS Think of the changing political climate. If we 
and other nation's would stop testing nuclear weapons we would not 
need tritium. If we stop building bombs we would not need tritium. 

At the 43rd Annual Conference on World Affairs this past April 
in Boulder, Colorado many international guests spoke. At one 
lecture, Rear Admiral Eugene Carroll from the Center for Defense 
Information spoke out against nuclear weapons. He said, "There is 
no economic, political, or rational need to continue nuclear weapons 
testing." We have highly advanced technological capabilities that 
enable us to monitor nuclear testing world-wide. There are at least 
41 nations who have agreed to sign a revised version of the current 
Limited Test Ban Treaty. The revised version would be a 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. The Soviets have agreed to sign — 
the United States has not . What is the use of extemeal defense 
with a cost of internal destruction? Is this for profit? Are the 
military and weapons systems the only resource that the U.S. has to 
offer this planet? We seem too concerned with political boundaries 
to realize that we all drink the same water and breathe the same air. 

I beg you to stop the restart of the Savannah River Plant, shut 
down all nuclear weapons facilities, set up an international 
peace-keeping nuclear testing monitoring system, sign a CTB treaty 
and clean up the waste we've already created. 

Thank you. 



Please see the response to Comment A-31-03 on SRS 
reactor characteristics. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and A-06-07 on the changing world 
geopolitical situation. 



The Test Ban Treaty is beyond the scope of this 
EIS. Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on 
the changing world geopolitical situation. 



DOE will, at the direction of the President and the 
Congress, close the SRS and decommission its 
facilities when there is no further need for these 
facilities. Please see the response to Comment 
A-09-02 on waste management and environmental 
restoration. 
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STATEMENT OF NATHAN PRICE 
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A-37-01 
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A-37-02 



MR. PRICE: My name's Nathan Price, and I represent myself. 
And I would like to say that I am opposed to the restart of the 
reactors. And I won't go into detail as to why because I'm sure 
that you have heard of the dangers, and you have been hearing for 
days. 

And yet, I do not want the people in Aiken to lose jobs. I do 
think that they should diversify their economy and find new ways to, 
you know, make a living. And I think that one of those ways that 
could come about is the cleanup of SRP. I understand that the 
technology doesn't exist yet to clean up what needs to be cleaned 
up. I mean, that's something to work on — that's something that 
they could work on. And if you're concerned about the people and 
the water supply, I think that that's one thing that should be 
looked at. 

One thing that wasn't included in the draft EIS is the health 
records of the workers at the Savannah River Plant, which the Three 
Mile Island Health Fund has been trying to get from the DOE, which 
they had to sue the DOE for in 1987. These records are not being 
made public, or they won't be when they're available. They're being 
released to the Three Mile Island scientific investigators and other 
qualified researchers. Yet, this info will not be released until 
August 18, 1990. I think that this information should be open to 
the public, and it should have been included in the draft EIS. We 
should at least postpone the restart until these health records are 
taken into account. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



The results of an examination of SRS worker health 
records have already been published, as noted in 
Appendix B of this EIS, which also discusses other 
past and ongoing studies of SRS workers and the 
neighboring populations. 



And that's basically what I have to say. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF KAREN MCNAY 



A-38-01 
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MS. MCNAY: 
myself. 



My name is Karen McNay, and I'm here, representing 



I'm completely opposed to reopening the nuclear reactors here at 
the Savannah River nuclear Plant for a number of reasons that I know 
that we've all heard, but I just want to state some because I think 
they're pretty imperative. 

It seems to me that the people in Aiken and the people in the 
south are hanging in a continuous balance of the human condition, 
which is often more one of fallibility. And we saw it at Chernobyl, 
and it does happen. I think that it's rather careless to not even 
consider the possibility. 

Also, I don't think that this country was founded on the basis 
of capitalism; I think that democracy was the idea. I think that 
the idea of justice has gone out the window. You know, people are 
not being treated fairly; it's a concern that I have. And I 
understand that there is so much secrecy surrounding this; why can't 
we look at this EIS with a Section A released? Why can't we have 
the information? I mean, the military industrial complex is like a 
condescending parent. I think that I probably know what's better 
for the economy than Westinghouse or DuPont. 

And we always hear about this, and I'd like to see some changes 
made. I think that we have the ability to be recognized for doing 
something special. What about the people who inherit this earth? 
And what about its poison, and we are leaving it for our children, 
and that's a crime. That includes no justice. And to me, that 
epitomizes what capitalism is: that these people from Westinghouse 
are capitalist running dogs. And that's society. And democracy 
does not survive when everybody isn't included and when justice is 
an idea that doesn't count. Thanks. 



In Section 4.1.3, the EIS discusses severe accidents 
that consider human as well as equipment failures in 
arriving at the estimates of public and worker risks 
from such unlikely events. Also, please see 
responses to Comments A-30-03 on health effects and 
A-31-03 on Chernobyl. 
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STATEMENT OF JENNA MORAN 
ROAD 2 WEST ROAD 
ALFORD, HA 01266 
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Okay. 

mysel f . 



Ny name is Jenna Mo ran, and I'm here, representing 



You know, basically, I think that I am going to say again what 
many people have stated before, but since it's the place to say it, 
I would like to say it myself. 

Basically what we have to focus on is Chernobyl. I have with 
me an article that was printed in Time magazine early this April 
that covers the Chernobyl disaster. "Four years have passed since 
the disaster at Chernobyl nuclear plant, but the grim legacy of the 
Soviet catastrophe is still unfolding. Large populated areas 
surrounding the reactor site have been reclaimed, and it has been 
discovered that they contain high levels of radioactivity. A doctor 
at the hospital says that in the last 18 months, there has been a 
dramatic rise in cases of leukemia and cancer. Residents have also 
begun complaining of fatigue, loss of vision and appetite, all 
symptoms of radiation sickness. Worst of all, there has been a 
sudden drop in the immunity level of the entire population. Healthy 
people are having trouble getting over their illnesses, and children 
are the most affected. 

"Furthermore, there is an explosion of birth defects among 
livestock, deformed lower jaws and disjointed spinal columns. One 
hundred ninety-seven freak calves have been born at a collective 
farm in Russia. Some animals have no eyes. One was a mastoid 
mass. At a collective farm in Vyazovka, about 200 abnormal piglets 
have been born . 

"Despite the removal of radiation, many residents leave their 
home and become refugees. Cities have been put on hold. Some 
refugees have returned illegally to the evacuated area. They may 
not realize the dismal fog that is next to the earth." 

I think that this is the first example for people to realize 
what we're talking about when we're talking about nuclear radiation; 
this is serious business. This is me speaking personally: I don't 



Please see the response to Comment A-31-03 on 
Chernobyl . 
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understand how anyone could want to produce bombs that produce 
animals with eight legs, kids being born with no eyes — is that how 
you want to treat the other members of this world? Is that how you 
want to treat planet because they might have different ideologies 
than us? And who says that they have different ideologies? We 
differ by our government; I think that we are all the same people, 
and I think that no one really wants to produce this kind of 
expression of our world, of our planet. 

And even at SRP, they're producing this. This is just a 
reactor, and this happened. This is not even war. Do we really 
want to do this to ourselves? Why do we have to keep producing 
this? It's a waste of our money, and it's a false economy that I 
feel really needs to be stopped now. 

That's all that I have to say. 

7 [Ms. Moran submitted the article entitled "Legacy of Disaster" that 

£ she had discussed (TIME, April 9, 1990). The article has been 

2 placed in the DOE Public Reading Rooms.] 
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A-40 



STATEMENT OF FELICIA RENSBERGER 



A-40-01 
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A-40-02 



NS. RENSBERGER: 
representing myself. 



My name is Felicia Rensberger, and I'm 



There's been a lot said today about the dangers of radiation 
which, to me, is just counon sense. It is obvious, I think, that 
the people who work for the DOE are obviously ignoring the dangers. 

What I want to talk about is something that has been totally 
ignored in the EIS, which is the psychological impacts of a society 
that's constantly living under the threat of total nuclear 
destruction. 

Our children are raised with the knowledge that any minute, 
there can be nothing more, and that's not healthy. That's not a 
healthy way to live, and it just produces many of the problems that 
we see in society today. 

The other aspect of that is simply, speaking for myself, living 
here in the SRP community. If they start again, what if they have 
an accident? Nobody is perfect, and nothing in this world is 
perfect. If they have an accident, what is it going to do to the 
hundreds of thousands of people living in the immediate area? What 
about children who are going to be born with birth defects? In 
Chernobyl, a baby was born with no face; we don't want children born 
like that. 

I think that it's an outrage; I think that that the people who 
would put the South Carolina people and the rest of the world through 
this on the false premise that we need nuclear weapons, that we need 
war; that's not true. What we need is peace, and the only way that 
peace can be attained is through communication, listening to people, 
not threatening them with, "We can destroy your country faster than 
you can destroy ours." That's school children bullying each other, 
and it's not the way to lead the world for me, and to lead the world 
for my kids. 

And I just want to express that I'm really angry, and I think 
that there are a lot of people out there who are really angry at the 
way that this is being handled. This country was created for the 



The psychological impacts of the threat of nuclear 
warfare are beyond the scope of this EIS. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-30-03 on 
health effects and A-31-03 on Chernobyl. 
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people and by the people, and if it does not change, the people are 
going to have to start taking a stand and standing up for themselves. 

And I would like to get it on the record that psychological 
effects of nuclear weapons building and a nuclear war has not even 
been thought of, and I think that that's very important. Thank you. 
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My name is J. M. Clark, Jr. and I am a resident of the City of 
Aiken and I am here today to speak in support of the Environmental 
Impact Statement and the restart of the reactors at the Savannah 
River Site. 

I have lived in Aiken since 1987 and have watched with great 
interest the controversy surrounding the Savannah River Site and the 
operation of the reactors associated therewith. When I moved to 
Aiken, I did so without fear or trepidation concerning the operation 
of the reactors and the associated facilities. Being a reasonably 
intelligent and college educated person, it would make one think 
that if there was a serious problem or treat to my or my families' 
personal well being because of the operation of the reactors that I 
would not have chosen to locate in this geographic area. I 
consciously made a decision that the quality of life that would be 
afforded me and my family in the community of Aiken and the 
surrounding area was what I wanted and the operation of the SRS 
reactors presented me and obviously has presented many others little 
concern over locating here. 

All of our lives here on this earth are finite. I do not 
believe that any of us consciously want to shorten that life span by 
knowingly exposing ourselves to risks which are greater than a 
prudent person would want to take. However, I take risks and each 
and everyone of those here today take risks that are considered 
prudent by our societies standards. For example, I took a very 
great risk today in getting in my car and driving to this hearing to 
make this presentation. I recognized the consequences of that risk 
but I thought it was a prudent one to take. Likewise, I feel that 
the restart of the K, L, and P reactors at SRS also present risks 
but the risks are prudent ones to take and the consequences are ones 
that I, personally, and I think this community in general are 
will ing to 1 ive with. 



Comments noted. 
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I am obviously not the only one that feels such as this. Over 
80% of the people who have spent most of their working careers at 
the Savannah River Site choose to retire in the Aiken area. These 
are the knowledgeable workers who spent day upon day at the SRS 
facility and know the interworkings much better than most of us here 
in this room today. These are the people who know if the reactors 
are safe to operate. These are the people who have families - 
husbands, wives, children, grandchildren, great grandchildren, all 
located in the Aiken vicinity who have chosen to stay here because 
Aiken offers them the quality of life that they desire and also 
because SRS has been a safe place for them to work and it poses no 
unreasonable treat to their families nor to mine. 

The Environmental Impact Statement is detailed and complex to 
understand even for those with professional credentials that qualify 
them as specialists in matters discussed in the statement. 
Therefore, I will not attempt to debate the correctness of the 
findings as they are presented. However, I do ask that you make 
your decision on a restart based on the facts that are contained 
therein, and not on the emotional appeals of those who oppose the 
reactors restart. I would ask that you weigh heavily the views of 
those who are considered experts and base your decision on their 
testimony and input. 

There are over 400 Masters and PhO. degreeed professionals at 
the SRS facility who deal with the many and varied complex issues 
regarding the restart and the operation of the reactors. I know 
many of these professionals personally and have spoken with them on 
several occasions and feel comfortable in their reassuring remarks 
that the reactors can be restarted and operated safely and pose no 
imminent danger to themselves as workers at the site, to me as a 
resident of this city and to the population of this geographic 
region as a whole. The correct procedures have been taken by DOE 
and Westinghouse to insure that the proper training and safety 
requirements have been implemented to provide for a trouble free 
restart. 

While I want this area to be environmentally protected so that 
it can continue to provide me with the quality of life that I and my 
family are accustomed to, I also want to see the reactors started as 
a means of security for my family and my country. For over 40 years 
SRS has provided a strong deterrent to the threat of Communism and 



Please see the response to Comment A-05-02 on the 
preparation of the EIS. 
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other subversive governments that would like nothing better than to 
have control of the United States and the world. There is much talk 
these days concerning the lack of need for the tritium that is 
produced at the SRS facility because of the successful negations 
between the United States and the USSR on disarmament of our nuclear 
arsenals. To date, I have not seen any treaties that have been 
signed, nor physical actions that have been taken to dismantle 
either sides nuclear stockpile and therefore I want my government to 
be afforded the opportunity to maintain it's deterrent to outside 
forces by having a ready supply of tritium for the refurbishment of 
the nuclear war heads that we command. As there are other 
professionals who know much more about the safety aspects of 
operating the plant than I do, there are likewise professionals who 
also know the need for the tritium that is produced at the plant to 
maintain our nuclear missies. Our Department of Defense 
professionals, with approval of our President, have requested that 
they be provided with new supplies of tritium and I, for one, think 
they know the need for this request better than any of us here today. 

Again, let me urge the DOE to base their decision for 
restarting the SRS reactors on the facts. The facts are that the 
SRS reactors are safe to restart and the need for their output is 
well documented and therefore we should do everything possible to 
see that the SRS facility is restarted in accordance with the 
recommendations of the experts who have said it is safe to do so. 



Response 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 



Thank you. 
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MR. LAWLESS: I'll be glad to do that. My name is Bill 
Lawless. John, it's good to see you again. My qualifications are 
that I'm a mechanical engineer; I've got a master's degree. Also, 
I'm an Assistant Professor of Mathematics at Paine College, but I'm 
on leave; I'm at Virginia Tech now. I'm representing myself. 

It's good to be here today. It's good to see you again, and 
others. And it's good to get into some of the issues. I like a lot 
of the interactions that I've heard this morning, and I like the way 
that both sides of this issue have been able to present their 
cases. And I'd like to say that I'm impressed by the job that 
you've done yourself, John. 

My comments on the Environmental Impact Statement. The 
Department of Energy said that if its preferred alternative is not 
implemented, it will lose 10,000 jobs. Now, that's a threat that 
the Department is making, and they made the same threat at the 
Hanford facility two years ago, with the N-reactor and of course, 
that hasn't materialized because nuclear waste cleanup has growth 
industry. You've actually seen an increase in employment in 
Hanford. And so, I think that we can dismiss this threat on the 
technical merits, but it's interesting to note that it was made 
before national security issues. 

And I think that it was made because the Department of Energy 
is today in trouble throughout the United States. Every new project 
that it's putting forward has been blocked; every Site in the United 
States today is having contamination problems, as we knew as far 
back as 1980 and 1978. This, indeed, was the case when I worked for 
the Department. And it looks to me like the Rocky Mountain 
repository will not be funded; and if it's not funded, then, that 
will mean that the DWP factory here at the Savannah River Plant will 
indeed be a white elephant, as was predicted by the National Academy 
of Sciences some years ago. 

So, I don't think that it's the 10,000 jobs that are at issue 
with the Department of Energy, but I think that the threat 
represents a very real threat to the Department itself. And the 
Department has lost a lot of prestige over the past years; the work 



This EIS deals with the proposed action of 
continuing the operation of the SRS reactors and the 
alternatives to that proposed action. Section 4.1.3 
states that the alternative of terminating the 
operation of all three SRS reactors would result in 
the loss of an estimated 9,600 jobs. Because the 
SRS environmental restoration program (as well as 
other programs) is separate and distinct from the 
operation of the reactors and is not a component of 
the proposed action, it would be inappropriate to 
offset that estimated loss of reactor operation and 
production jobs with the potential creation of 
environmental restoration jobs that might be created 
by another program, because required job skills 
might not be commensurate. 
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of its scientists and engineers is nullified on editorial pages 
throughout the United States. And I think it has not only lost 
prestige, but power, and that's what's at issue here. 

My concern is that the Environmental Impact Statement that we 
have before us today is not only a problem, but it is a potential 
solution for all sides. My concern with the Environmental Impact 
Statement is that it has not been independently reviewed. I'm very 
pleased with a lot of the comments that are in this impact 
statement. There's the ACNFS, the facility safety group that's now 
providing independent input into the Department — the NFS, the 
Safety Board, and the National Academy of Sciences, and other 
external organizations. But these are not independently-funded peer 
review groups. Since there is a lot of confusion on that, I thought 
that I would address that issue today. 

First off, the National Academy of Sciences has made many 
recommendations. But the National Academy of Sciences is not an 
independent-funded peer review group. The Academy was funded by the 
Department of Energy, and in the past, that has compromised the 
Academy's results. In 1987, it did not because the Academy had a 
lot at stake. However, the Academy made a lot of good 
recommendations in 1987, which are somewhat flushed out here in this 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Department of Energy has attempted to address a lot of the 
Academy's concerns and reservations but, for the most part, these 
are unilateral decisions, and there have been no responses from the 
National Academy of Sciences on the programs implemented by the 
Department of Energy. One of the references used was the War of 
1980 dealing with vessels irradiation and problems, one of the 
concerns that the Academy had. And this was expressed in 1987, so, 
you can't use a 1980 reference to dismiss a 1987 concern. 

Independent peer review would never allow the reactor to start 
up before completing the reviews. In here, we talk about PRAs — 
probabilistic rick analysis — and they will not be done, even the 
Level I PRA, before this EIS goes final. Only the Level I will be 
done before reactor restart, but the other two — the Level II and 
Level III PRAs — will not be done until after restart. The Level 
III deals with population evacuation, so, an independent peer review 
would not allow that. 



The Level-1 PRA was completed in June 1990. It has 
undergone independent peer review by the Senior 
Review Panel, the DOE Independent Review Panel, the 
High Level Peer Review Panel, and the ACNFS. 
Recently, the DNFSB began its review of the SRS 
PRA. Independent peer reviews of Levels 2 and 3 are 
ongoing. Please see Section 2.1.3.1 of the EIS for 
a discussion of peer review groups. 
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On pages 252 and 256, you talk about independent organizations 
providing independent expertise, and I like this word, 
"independent," but those are not independently-funded peer review 
groups. If you're going to use the Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory in Los Alamos for external review, those are funded by 
the Department of Energy, and they cannot provide independent peer 
review. 

Independent peer review would not allow technical statements to 
be made in this Environmental Impact Statement without references. 
You've got quite a few paragraphs under the vessel cracking study 
and vessel aging study without references. And so, this smacks more 
of opinions than it does of professionalism. On page 217, you refer 
to the radiation test program without reference. Low pressure 
vessel — there is no pressure provided. I understand that it is 
5 psi; that should be stated in reference. On page 219 in the EIS, 
we're talking about vessel cracking subjected to close scrutiny — 

i no reference, no results. Page 219 — "program underway to 

*> doublecheck the vessel cracks" — no results. 



On page 219, you talk about geometric indication; what is a 
A-42-03 geometric indication? A tree is a geometric indication. This is in DOE has revised the section to read "geometric 

a paragraph with vessel cracks. You should be a little bit more reflector." 

specific about what a geometric indication is. 

In summary, independent peer review should be funded 
independently of the Department of Energy, and independent peer 
review should have the authority to prevent the publication of an 
environmental impact statement unless its concerns are addressed in 
that. We've got a lot at stake here, both sides, and I think that 
without independent peer review, if the Department were to restart 
the reactors today, then, it would have to assume all of the 
responsibility if anything goes wrong with those reactors. 
Independent peer review would allow the Department of Energy to 
shoulder or to share some of that responsibility with independent 
groups, and it would make for a better product. This Environmental 
Impact Statement right now, I'm afraid, is a prescription more for 
disaster than it is for professionalism, and I would like to see it 
improved, and only independent peer review can get that. Thank 
you. Do you have any questions? 
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STATEMENT OF MCDONALD LAW 



MR. LAW: Okay. Hy statement will be brief. I am McDonald 
Law. t live at 1023 Westin Drive in Aiken. I'm an architect in 
private practice, and have no family members working near the 
Savannah River Site. 

As a student, I was opposed to the war in Vietnam and the way it 
was fought. And I was then, and am now, concerned about our 
stewardship of the environment, the only one that we have. I do, 
however, wish to speak in favor of the restart of reactors K, L and 
P at the SRS as soon as possible, within existing guidelines, as 
outlined in the EIS. Until mankind's basic natural changes, there 
will always be a need for force in our society and in the community 
of nations. As terrible as nuc'iear weapons are, they have performed 
the service for which they were ideally intended: maintaining 
peaceful coexistence between sometimes unfriendly nations. 

Concerns for the environment as well, particularly air quality, 
require that nuclear technology not be abandoned, but be continually 
improved as a biologically safe alternative energy source in the 
future . 



Comments noted. 



I want to thank you for this opportunity to express our views. 
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A-44 STATEMENT OF TRACY TARLETON 

MS. TARLETON: I'm Tracy Tarleton. I'm a resident of Aiker. 
County. And first of all, I want to say that our family's income 
does not come from SRS. 

A-44-01 We're making some very important decisions here, and it's Comments noted 

certainly good to be here. I have listened to the Mayor and other 
people, and I've listened to their opinions and am considerate of 
them. But if you had a refrigerator full of food, you wouldn't go 
out to a store and buy more food. And if you see that we already 
have enough for a war, why should we build more? It's not right. 

I'm very upset, and I'm scared for what's going to happen; one 
minor slip-up, and we're just gone, you know. It just really scares 
a me. too bad, and I wish that we wouldn't start the reactors. Thank 

l you. 

N> 
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STATEMENT OF ALBERT HODGE 



MR. HODGE: Good afternoon. I'm Al Hodge. I'm the President 
of the Metro Augusta Chamber of Commerce, and I am pleased to be 
here this afternoon in support of Westinghouse Savannah River 
Company and the Department of Energy. It is our feeling that the 
United States continues to need defense, it continues to need the . 
tritium which is produced here. We look forward to the restart and 
to the new reactor. It is our feeling that improvements have been 
made in management technology in recent years, and that's continued 
to be, including here at the Savannah River Site. 

It was interesting to note that the Department of Energy Tiger 
Team assessment that was very recently completed — it's my 
understanding that that's a very thorough and rigorous process — 
that they identified no conditions warranting interruption of the 
current operations and no environmental conditions onsite presenting 
undue risk to public health. 

I really feel that in terms of our nation and its leadership 
role in having sessions such as today, focused hearing where folks 
can come and speak for or against, depending on their personal 
choice, is something that we value and should continue to value very 
highly. Westinghouse is but one of many examples of why we're able 
to do that. 

Certainly, the economic benefits and the economic development 
implications are very important, not only to the local community, 
but to South Carolina and Georgia as well. We have found 
Westinghouse to be very open and very good for our citizens, and 
certainly seem to be, at least at this point, and we have no reason 
to believe that this will change to the negative, and continue to be 
good for our citizens in terms of their very important and valuable 
role in our nation's defense. Thank you very much. 



Comments noted. 
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF CONTINUANCE TO OPERATE 
K, L, AND P REACTORS AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

I am Paul Blowers, President of Aiken Technical College, Aiken, 
South Carolina and a concerned and responsible citizen. I would 
like to comment on Environmental Impact Statement - Continued 
Operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors at SRS. 

I have reviewed the options considered by the Department of 
Energy and concur with the proposed action which is alternative 1, 
Continued Operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors. 

I support these conclusions because I believe that the 
alternative is the safest, most effective, and most economically 
efficient way of building and maintaining the United States stock 
pile of nuclear weapons. The facility operated by the world's most 
experienced nuclear facility operator, Westinghouse, and their 
highly professional and technical staff is considered to be a key 
reason for my support. 

From my perspective, the only question which has ever been open 
is where should our nuclear weapons components be produced, and one 
of these locations has been decided to be at SRS. There is no 
question in the majority of American's minds that we must have a 
strong ready nuclear deterent to the nation aggressors in this 
world. For the past 45 years, the main aggressor has been the 
Soviet Union. They continue to have a powerful nuclear force 
operating in a one party dictatorship without the democractic 
controls that we have in the United States. The history of the 
Soviet Union since its inception after its revolution has been of 
dictatorship. History repeats itself. The current verbal position 
of the new dictator, Gorbachev, where he professes a desire for 
reduction of world nuclear armaments has not been followed by 
action. The Soviet Union still has massive conventional arms 
superiority over the United States. 

Until there is actual elimination of nuclear arms in the Soviet 
Union, the United States must remain strong in nuclear deterrence. 
In addition, Gorbachev could be a temporary figure and be replaced 
by the type of leader like Breznev, Stalin and Kruschev. 



Comments noted. 
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The United States suffered in World War II because we 
unilaterally disarmed after World War I. We saw the results in the 
Korean Conflict and Viet Nam because we did not have the power to 
deter those aggressor nations after World War II. We saw weakness 
after Vietnam because of lack of will to confront aggressor 
nations. Only during the 80's has the United States had a military 
deterrent, based upon massive nuclear retaliation, which has 
maintained the peace for our U.S. citizens. Based upon these 
national defense considerations, we must maintain our nuclear 
defense production capabilities. The three reactors start-up will 
fulfill this very important mission of supplying tritium and 
plutonium 238 for nuclear material production requirements. 
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A-47 STATEMENT OF SINKLER WARLEY, JR. 

A-47-01 MR. WARLEY: Hi. My name is Sinkler Warley, Jr. I'm Comments noted, 

originally from Charleston. I was born in Charleston, South 
Carolina, and my family and I reside here. I'm married and have one 
12-year-old son who's attending this with me today. We reside 50 
miles from here, over in the southern Georgia area. I grew up in 
Charleston, in Orangeburg, in Lint. I do not have a Ph.D. or a 
master's but I have a B.S. degree from the U.S. Naval Academy. 

I believe in God, family and country, in that order. I believe 
in a strong defense. I believe also that this madness must stop. 
There's no excuse — even national security — to carry on killing 
your own people. And it is my opinion that the air pollution in 
this state — we are the 16th highest air-polluted state in the 
nation. We have more air pollution in this state than either 

' Massachusetts or New Jersey. That excludes the automobile 

JS pollution. Hundreds of automobiles are being sold every week. We 

°"* are adding carbon dioxide and carbon monoxide gases to this air 

pollution. 

How about our sister states, adjacent states? If we're the 16th 
most air-polluted state in the nation, how about Tennessee, No. 4? 
One hundred thirty-four million pounds of toxic chemicals were 
released in one year only, in 1987. How about Virginia, where I 
have a lot of classmates and friends. No. 5 in the whole United 
States? One hundred and thirty-two million pounds of toxic 
chemicals released into the air in one year alone. How about 
Alabama, No. 9 most air-polluted state in the nation? Ninety-seven 
million pounds of toxic chemicals released into the air in one year 
alone. How about North Carolina? Ninety-four million pounds of 
toxic chemicals released in that area in one year alone. How about 
Georgia? Jimmy Carter's last sister just died of cancer; I think 
that the entire family now is just going to cancer. No. 11, 93 
million pounds of toxic chemicals. When is the madness going to 
stop? 

Just last summer, I advised a girl from James Island that I had 
testified here a year or two years ago against restarting these 
nuclear reactors; they're 30 years old. I don't want anyway in this 
state, any South Carolinians or anyway else to get hurt. Look what 
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Chernobyl did to Russia. The Russians are just as scared of the 
environment as we are. They are ready, for the first time in my 
lifetime of 54 years — we have a chance for peace, a real, genuine 
peace with these people currently in shambles. They are going to 
get in the ball game with us. 

This girl from James Island had just come back from Texas where 
the air pollution, she said, was awful. I advised her that Texas is 
the No. 1 most air-polluted state in the nation. These figures came 
from the industries to EPA: 332 million pounds of toxic chemicals 
released in their area, the majority from the technical chemical 
plants. Virginia, I've already covered. 

Just a few weeks ago, I was on the beach, I was discussing the 
pollution problems in South Carolina. It makes me sick to see our 
water, our air and our land polluted in this state. When are we 
going to wake up? Those of you who have got children and 
grandchildren, don't you want them to survive? I want to see my 
12-year-old grow up healthy. 

Just a few weeks ago, a guy from the Savannah River Plant said 
that the plant was releasing tritium gas, a killer. He went to a 
hearing over here in Aiken with some of the fellows who work at 
SRP. I said, "What is the problem? Have they got drug problems in 
there or what? What's wrong over there with this tritium gas 
released?" He said, "They don't care. The guys told me that they 
just don't give a darn; they want all their paychecks, and the heck 
with them." Have we gotten to that point? The thing that has made 
this country great is that we care about one another, don't we? 

How about these guys on the 11 to seven shift, or the 12 to 
eight, or whatever? My gosh, they should be watching for these 
leaks, for these things. Admiral Watkins has found, what, 79 
different problems since he's been investigating this thing? I hope 
that he walks tall or that somebody does. Anyhow, the guy said that 
the killer chemicals were there and he didn't even touch them. They 
wanted the nuclear detection to go over it. 

We had to get out of Orangeburg because they're making 
ibuprofen. What is ibuprofen? It's got toxic chemicals, a benzene 
ring. It pollutes up to 75 miles of this state. We've got a state 
of chemical plants. We've got sulfur oxides coming from the utility 
plants. Where are we going to stop on this? 



Section 3.7.1.2 of the EIS discusses atmospheric 
tritium releases and offsite doses from 1954 to 1989. 
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He roved away to get away from the chemical plant in Orangeburg; 
what did we find out? That the Westinghouse plant at Hampton is the 
most air-polluted plant in the whole US — 13 million pounds of 
toxic chemicals released in one year alone. The poor lady who 
testified in Savannah the other day said that they were going to 
build 635 acres more. She's more scared of SRS than she ever is of 
her house burning. 

In the meantime, what have they got besides this plant burning 
and this medical race? Then, the second cement plant is going to 
burn hazardous fuel wastes, all these fuels — what do they put in 
there? PCBs, dioxins — you name it; it's there; we're going to 
breathe it. Do you think that you're exempt here in Aiken? No, 
sir. That stuff's going to travel 75 miles, and you're going to 
breathe it, and your children are going to breathe it also. 

I want to express that air pollution causes irritability, 
allergies, asthma, bronchitis, cancer — you name it,. it causes it. 

The restart of the reactors would be a red flag to the world 
that we've got a chance of something that we!ve never had before 
with Russia. The way I figure it, just common sense-wise; I don't 
have to be interested in a thing. I would like to see 300 square 
miles of that nuclear waste cleaned up. Next year, the same 
employees who have been causing this pollution could clean it up- 
Take your paychecks. But, I'd like to see my family survive; for 
the first time in ay 54 years, I am concerned for my family and for 
their very survival. Thank you very much. 



Response 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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STATEMENT OF BARBARA L. RUSTAD 



The groups represented by most of the people in the audience 
have gone to a lot of effort to publicize the fact that Savannah 
River Site releases radiation into the environment. What they 
haven't publicized is the fact that ours is a radioactive universe. 
Radiation is as common and as natural as gravity. The day-to-day 
activities at SRS are not going to significantly alter the amount of 
radiation you and I receive. Even if they released ten times their 
estimate, it still would be less than the additional exposure I 
received for the first 34 years of life, living in Colorado at an 
altitude of 5200 feet. 

I don't mean to minimize the potentially harmful effects of 
radioactive materials. But inside the reactor areas, as well as 
throughout the site, radiation is constantly measured and monitored; 
individual exposure is kept well below the minimum considered safe. 

In the event of unusual circumstances, the reactors and the 
operational procedures which support them are designed to shut the 
reactors down. If we learned anything from Three Hile Island, we 
learned that in an accident, a reactor can be shut down safely, 
without loss of life or serious injury. 

A lot of people are saying that we no longer need to produce 
tritium, because we no longer need nuclear weapons. A little blip 
of Glasnost in Eastern Europe must not be construed as the end of 
military agression throughout the world. We should never design our 
national defenses solely for the political atmosphere of the 
moment. History has already shown that the United States can 
maintain a strong defense without taking on the role of an 
agressor. Those peaceful nations which are not as strong militarily 
may once again call on the U.S. to defend them from other less 
peace-loving nations. It is our responsibility as human beings to 
be there when they need us. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that I have full confidence 
that Westinghouse and the Department of Energy can operate the 
reactors safely, and that they are fulfilling an important and 
worthwhile function. The reactors should be restarted. 



Comments noted. 
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STATEMENT OF CRAIG SCHENCK 



Hi. I'm Craig Schenck. I live here in Aiken, in the city of 
Aiken, by choice. I run a small business here, by choice. I can 
move this business very easily to anywhere in the country; it's 
mobile. 

I'm glad that there are people around here like Greenpeace to 
watch SRS. I think that they're able to come here and speak out 
because SRS and the materials that it makes have kept us free. I 
wish that there was no need for these materials, these weapons, but 
I know that there is. I want to befree. I want to be able to come 
here and speak my mind, and I believe that the weapons that are 
produced from these materials help me to be free- 

I say to SRS, "Continue to do a good job." I say to 
Greenpeace, "Watch them closely." Thank you. 



Comments noted 
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A-50 STATEMENT OF ELVIRA THOMPSON 

My name is Elvira Thompson. I want to say that first, after 
hearing one of the gentlemen who spoke before, that I'm a housewife 
and not a professional agitator. If I'm a professional agitator — 
if whatever his name was might have been identified me as one, then, 
he would have to identify everyone as one. 

Hy message is that America needs to be free, but it seems that 
our worst enemies are politicians. They even pass the water that we 
drink, and most of it is polluted. The SRP reactor restart would 
cost us more, not only in taxes, but in our lives, because when you 
play with fire, you will get burnt. But this is not just fire; it's 
a volcano that no man can control, and the apathy of most of the 
countrymen will be the cause of the next holocaust. 

7* Just think, disasters come in chains, and more so every year. 

^ Natural disasters are increasing because we have changed the 

environment. We have permitted our air, land and seas to be 
polluted in the name of the almighty dollar. I'm only trying to 
quote what's on the Lincoln:- "In God we trust." We'd better trust 
in God because we cannot trust our government. 

But, people want to live, and some of them want to change 
things. And our government, from the President to the last county 
council person, will hear our voices. Even as a minority, we will 
not keep silent anymore; at least, not me. 

I became an American citizen 24 years ago, longer than I lived 
in the country of my birth, and I did it because I wanted to be an 
American and because my family were Americans, born in the U.S. for 
a generation — my husband's family. Even the majority of my family 
are and were Americans. 

And by God, I say to America, "Promote peace, not war." Teach 
children to read so that they can read a geiger counter; teach them 
to test our drinking waters for contamination. They need to know 
because you, our government, are the biggest polluters in the 
world. And teach them how to kill themselves when the keepers of 
our land, you that represent our government, come into our bodies 
with radiation and turn into walking boxes of pain. You who don't 
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have enough with 24,000 nuclear bombs, like the Air Force pilot last 
Tuesday evening in Columbia — 24,000 nuclear bombs are not enough 
to kill that Big Bear. It might be a hell of a big bear. 

I think that our government has made a very unfriendly strike 
ratio because they don't give a damn about us. If you go to the 
movies and see "ET," you would learn something — love and 
compassion. But I guess that if you can always feed us bombs, there 
will be plenty. Or use the extras in the "Night of the Living Dead" 
movie series and sell the rights to the world so that they can use 
the profits to make more bombs. 

But, I say, "No more nuclear weapons." The U.S. Government, 
including the President, has no way or means to clean the SRP 
reactors after a meltdown. Just think of Chernobyl. Our government 
cannot control the safety in such institutions or the drug traffic 
in our streets and homes. Our government can't save two whales in 
Alaska. Our government cannot help save the American farmers. Our 
government cannot control Exxon and the oil slick that even today is 
contaminating our seas and killing sea lions. And our government 
cannot prevent a nuclear accident at the Savannah River reactors. 
No more nuclear weapons. 

Please leave us and future generations a beautiful America. We 
want protection from our government. We don't want excuses from our 
Senators; we don't want excuses from our Representatives. We demand 
a government for the people, by the people, and we, the people, say, 
"Give us a break. No more nuclear weapons." 

I recommend that those in favor go to Hiroshima and Nagasaki, 
as I have — I lived in Japan for over four years — and see the 
people that have been exposed to nuclear bombs. It's not a very 
pretty sight, their children — not physically or psychologically. 

And I want to be on the record as opposing the restart of the 
K-, L- and P-Reactors, and I would like a copy of this hearing 
transcript. You have my address. Thank you very much. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 
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Yes, I'm Or. Albert Jabs, Director of Lutheran Human Relations, 
associate professor, writer and researcher, as well as a family man 
and a member of the Lutheran Church. 

My friends, it seems to me that with all of the things that 
have been discussed, I'm not going to pretend to be an expert on 
radioactivity, but I know something about history; I know something 
about ethics. I have one doctorate and the equivalent of another 
one. I don't want to drag out these credentials, but I publish 
about 280 articles on questions of history, ethics, law, war and 
peace. 

It seems to me, after looking at the discussion today, that we 
have questions of principle versus power, questions of principle 
versus power. The first four speakers this morning were 
unilaterally in favor of starting up. Then, we heard a dissenting 
community from the scientific community, giving their reasons why it 
should not be started up. For those of us who just had Chemistry 
101, it's difficult for us to really understand a Ph.D. in physics, 
but we hear their arguments. 

But I know something about history; I know something about 
people who are at risk. I get along; I greet Mr. Patterson and 
other members of the program cordially. We are part of a community, 
first and finally. And as we differ, it's only in a sense of 
finding the truth. 

All I can say is that one of the questions that came up here 
today is, is tritium really necessary? I know we cannot 
oversimplify history. A man from Aiken Tech spoke about World War 
II, the Vietnam War, the Korean War. I want to tell this gentleman 
that history gives multiple reasons for causes and consequences." 
You cannot simplify and say simply that even is one side. Edmund 
Burke — and I don't want to drag out history and sound 
intellectual, but evil is never always on one side. We have to 
learn that from history. We have to stand with our country, but we 
know that there is a mixture. All we have to do is talk about 
Lieutenant Callee and Me Lei; not all of our troops over there were 
sadists. We know that that massacre occurred; I was a soldier 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium. 
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myself. There are always some rotten apples in every barrel, so, we 
have to be careful about "sloganizing" and generalizing and 
stereotyping. 

What are we to think? Sakharov, father of the hydrogen bomb, 
says that we have to ensure safety, that the debate that he has with 
Solzhenitzeyn — two great thinkers of our present era — Sakharov 
says, "Make sure that you people are safe in what you are doing." 
Why? Because community should be crucial; this should be our 
primary priority. 

Now, the national news media tells us that these errors occur 
right here in town, at the Savannah River Plant — and I'm speaking 
as a citizen of South Carolina. Why the coverup? Why must I read 
in Time magazine on the coverup of these errors? This means that 
there is collusion; it sounds like the Watergate in the scientific 
community; something is wrong. If a politician gets up in front of 
n us and says, "Everything's all right," he's not serving truth; he 

i may be serving just those who are in power. All of here must have a 

S commitment to the community. 

That man, a graduate of the Naval Academy, who spoke the way 
that he spoke — that showed courage of the soul. That's what he 
learned at the Naval Academy. My friend, Mr. Muller, pilot in World 
War II, would raise questions about the integrity of what is going 
on. Here are people who serve their country, but they have the soul 
to say that our country is wrong. Let us say it, and let's move 
ahead . 

Let us take this opportunity to move for peace, which is our 
primary responsibility in building the community; not in a 
Pollyanna-ish way — we know that there are problems out there, but 
if we have enough tritium to deal with our national security 
interests, then, let us use this tritium rather than build this 
excessive amount of weapons which serves absolute security, which is 
impossible. Do you know what that is? The good brother who wore a 
clerical cloth should have called it — idolatry; thou shall have no 
other Gods before me, which means that if I put ultimate trust and 
security in any system, I go down. It happened in Egypt; it 
happened throughout history. I don't want to come across as a 
religious kind of person, but I know, as a student of history, 
whether it's the 17-year-olds who are sitting in front or whether 
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it's the 70-year-old gentlemen who speak about the necessarity of 
serving the community, I think that they have captured the truth of 
the statement. 

And so, we need to ask questions. I'm going to go away from 
this meeting, asking the question, "Who is right?" With all this 
evidence, who is right in the scientific community? A man sitting 
right over there says that since 1952, he was involved in a hydrogen 
project, and says over here that everything's all right. Well, 
that's like the man reporting to the plantation. Everything is not 
all right; it depends upon where your vested interests are; who are 
you serving? If I'm worried abut my job, if I'm worried about 
election to public office, if I'm worried about the security of my 
role in life, I'm going to compromise truth. 

What we need in this country are Sakharovs and Solzhenitzeyns 
who say that we are guilty of self-indulgence, permissiveness, and 

we need to have national security, of course, but let us not serve 
^ our national security and establish this as some kind of national 

lo idol, because the strength of this country is the central allegiance 

01 to integrity. This is based on our constitutional system. Never 

mind what the Senators or the Congressmen say; are we serving 
integrity? Are we serving truth? Do we have an allegiance to build 
the community? That's the strength of this country, and that's 
going to be the strength of whether we're going to get into the next 
century or not. 

Gentlemen, I stand there. 
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411 HAROEN STREET 

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29205 
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My name is Fred Muller. 
American citizen. 



I just speak for myself; I'm just an 



Comments noted. 



Other men have stated their credentials; I would like to state 
mine. I was the youngest B26 pilot in World war II. I went 
completely around the world. I picked up a B-25 brand new in 
Savannah, Georgia, flew it down through Central America to Brazil, 
across the Atlantic to Africa, across North Africa into Burma. 

I went into world War II from Clemson. I was a teenager, a 
happy boy. I came back from World war II an old man; the 
foolishness had been shot out of me. I have been in more airplane 
crashes than I have been in automobile wrecks, and I was a traveling 
salesman and drove over a million and a quarter miles. I have 
traveled every state in the United States except Oregon and Maine. 
I know this country, backwards and forwards. 

We won World War II. We stalemated Korea, we lost Vietnam. 
America can slap around Grenada and Panama, but as for as going back 
to Europe with 10 million men and saving Europe — that day is 
gone. The atomic bomb and the hydrogen bombs are the greatest peace 
weapons ever invented. Most wars in history have been started by 
old men who sent young men off to die. Witness Khomeni , Hussein and 
the Iran-Iraq war. 

I do not know what will happen in Moscow if World War III 
comes, for I have never been there. But I know what will happen in 
Washington, D.C. The first thing to go will be the White House. 
The second thing to go will be the Pentagon. The third thing to go 
will be the CIA. And then, Washington, D.C. will be turned into a 
solid sea of molten glass. It might be good riddance, I don't 
know. But, right behind that is going to be Fort Jackson and the 
Savannah River Plant, and God knows what will happen. Those of you 
who have never been in a war do not know what war is. Sherman put 
it right when he said, "War is hell"; it is bell. I've been with 
some of the finest young men that you ever saw in your life in India 
and Pakistan. Some of them were never found; they just disappeared 
in the jungle in Macau. 
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A-52-02 



Don't think for one moment that our country has been the 
greatest preserver of peace in the world. America is aggressive. 
We push hard. If you don't think so, just go out in the rest of the 
world and look around. President Eisenhower warned this country 
when he was leaving office about the giant military industrial 
complex that was building in this country. It is a $300 billion a 
year complex, and it is running wide open. And Westinghouse and 
DuPont are right up front. Don't think for one minute that they are 
interested in just your community. Aiken is a beautiful town, among 
one of the prettiest in the world. So was Chernobyl before the 
meltdown and explosion. 

For engineers to build a nuclear power Plant in the middle of a 
river at Three Mile Island shows the arrogance — complete arrogance 
— of nuclear physicists and engineers. All of the nuclear Plants 
in America have to be built over a giant aquifer, which is water 
circulating in the earth, or next to some source of water — 
principally, a river, a lake or reservoir. Underneath this 
building, at a 600-foot depth, runs the Tuskaloosa aquifer. The day 
that contamination from Savannah River reaches that water, Aiken 
will die; so will Augusta; so will South Carolina; so will south 
Alabama; so will western Florida; and so will Mobile, Alabama. 
There will be nothing that can live there. Almost all of the cities 
use deep wells for water. 

Water circulates in the earth, just like blood does in your 
body. If you cut your finger, you bleed. If you cut your head, you 
bleed. If you cut your nose, you bleed. The same with water. 
That's why welders say, "We struck a plane of water" — that's what 
they mean. If it's not big enough, they go deeper or they go to 
another Site. They struck water on top of Seton Head — nothing but 
pure granite. There's water on top of the Rocky Mountains. There's 
water on top of the Himalaya Mountains. There's water in the Sahara 
Desert, if you can find it. 

Man has lived many times in civilization. He always managed 
from the same face of the earth when he polluted or lost his water 
supply. You can breathe the radioactive air and live a little 
while, but drinking radioactive water is guaranteed death, and it 
ain't long coming, baby. 

That's about all that I have to say. I just have this letter 
that I wrote to President Bush. I sent that letter to every member 



The Tuscaloosa aquifer, now called the Black 
Creek-Mi ddendorf Formation in South Carolina, 
discharges to the Savannah River in the vicinity of 
SRS, as described in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS. This 
aquifer is not believed to be hydraulically 
continuous with the formation of the same name in 
Georgia and other states. It is 400 to 900 feet 
below the surface of SRS and is generally protected 
by several impermeable clay or other lithologic 
formations. SRS has installed monitoring wells in 
the aquifer to detect any type of contamination that 
occurs. During the approximately 35-year SRS 
operating period, no radioactive contamination has 
been detected in the Black Creek-Middendorf aquifer 
as a result of past operations, and none is expected 
from continuing reactor operation. (Please see the 
EIS on Waste Management for Groundwater Protection, 
DOE/EIS-0120). 
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of Congress, every Governor and his wife; I sent it to 1,000 Chief 
Executive Officers of giant corporations, including Westinghouse and 
DuPont, personally, by me. I received letters from Senators, 
Governors, powerful men — but not one letter came from a 
corporation. Thank you. 



[Mr. Muller's letter to President Bush is presented below, 
not responded to this letter.] 
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February 20, 1990 

President George Bush 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

Mikhail Gorbachev is not only a powerful man, but he is also 
very smart and decisive. On April 26, 1986 Chernobyl exploded and 
melted down. After he and other Russian leaders surveyed the death 
and destruction, Gorbachev stopped in mid-air, the construction of 
five Nuclear Power plants, plus he stopped the production of 
Plutonium and U-235 from which military weapons are made. He 
withdrew four older Nuclear Submarines from the Baltic Seas and 
evacuated 235,000 Russians from an 18 mile radius of the Chernobyl 
o Complex. He is now considering removing 110,000 people from a 10 

' miles more radius. Before and after Chernobyl, the Russian 

oj Government has lied to her people and the world. Actions speak 

^ louder than words. 

Great civilizations have existed before in history. They all 
vanished when they polluted or lost their water supply. You can 
breathe radio-active air and live, but drinking radio-active water 
is guaranteed death. Water circulates and percolates in the earth 
just like blood in the human body. The American Government has lied 
and is still lying to the American people about the dangers of 
Nuclear power. The Department of Energy is worse than worthless. 
It has not made one concrete decision nor permanently disposed of 
one ounce of radio-active waste material. 

Within 125 miles of my home are 5 Nuclear Power plants and the 
Savannah River Bomb Plant at Aiken, S.C. where sits 35,000,000 
gallons of highly toxic radio-active waste in concrete vats on top 
of the giant Tuscaloosa aquifer that runs at only 600 foot depth and 
waters the Southeast. Should God send an earthquake and dump this 
waste into this Aquifer, then South Georgia, South Alabama, West 
Florida and Mobile would become a giant waste-land just like 
Chernobyl . 

The Nuclear plant at Rocky Flats, Colorado, sits on top of the 
giant Goude Aquifer that waters Colorado and West Texas. Should a 
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disaster strike there, then Denver, Amarillo, Lubbock, Midland 
Odessa would become the five largest ghost towns in the history of 
the world. The Permian basin would vanish with our oil supply. 
Acid rain has not killed anyone, yet, but nuclear melt-downs and 
radiation have killed thousands and will warp and kill millions 
before man wakes up. 

The Russians have seen nothing yet. Just wait until cancer and 
melting hip bones really begin occuring, especially among their 
little children. Americans can sit fat, dumb and happy until 
catastrophy strikes. The" we will wake up with a roar! I had a 
friend who was at Eniwetok in a bunker behind ten feet of solid 
concrete. His hip bones melted before he was forty. The Veterans 
Administration installed plastic hip bones. He never saw 
forty-five. He lived and died in a Hell of alcohol and pain. 

You do not have to bomb a Nuclear Power Plant to have a 
° melt-down. All you have to do is kill the technicians who run it. 

^ A meltdown is then automatic. We have 110 Nuclear Power Plants plus 

g 17 military operations. They all sit on top of giant Aquifers or 

near a large water supply for cooling purposes. It is only a matter 
of time until America experiences her own Chernobyl. France, with 
her proliferation of Nuclear Power Plants could easily have a series 
of domino-effect meltdowns and probably take Belgium and Holland 
with her as she goes into oblivion. 

It is these very Nuclear Power Plants that have eliminated the 
possibility of any large-scale war in Europe or almost anywhere. In 
fact, you might consider the course Russia has taken and shut down 
the entire American Nuclear operation; both power plants and the 
military. Russia never was coming to America. For What? To 
contract AID'S and take it back to Russia by the millions? I do not 
think so. Are we going to send 10 million fine young men to defend 
NATO and leave addicts, criminals and drug pushers to run our 
country? I do not think so! 

I was a B-25 and A-26 pilot in World War II doing low level 
work and skip bombing in India and Burma. Immediately at the end of 
the war, my government sent me to China to be a co-pilot on C-46 and 
C-47 Transport planes. We flew night and day hauling the National 
Army to take over from Japanese before the Communist could walk 
there. When I arrived in Kunming, China printed money. Two months 
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later when I arrived in Wuhan, China printed paper. In December, 
when I arrived in Shanghai, China printed trash! When the money 
collapsed, China collasped! I saw China fall! The Communists did 
not conquer China. They just walked in and took over. 

Communism is not all bad, if it replaces despotism as it did in 
China. Chiang-Kai Shek and his crowd had raped and robbed China 
until she was gone. I do not know what happened in the Russian 
Revolution as I had not been born. (1917) 

President Reagan used the threat of Communism to run a 
tremendous deficit and creat the illusion of prosperity. He left 
you a terrible debt structure and legacy. Good luck! 

Mr. President, there are two irrevocable laws on this earth: 
Vou cannot drink yourself sober and you cannot borrow your way to 
solvency. The longer either continues, the more terrible the 
n hangover. We came' out of World War II almost without a scar, except 

*q for the dead and wounded. We were the. nation on earth. Even 

f> Germany, Italy and Japan have passed us on their road up, as we ride 

^ the road down to Sixth place in average income. At the end of World 

War II, America was the richest nation on earth and largest 
creditor. Today, we are the largest DEBTOR and owe more money than 
all nations on earth. Only a fool thinks we are going to pay off 
our national debt. No drunk has ever sobered up as long as alcohol 
was free. Neither has any economic drunk sobered up as long as 
fools let him sign I.O.U's. We are the same. 

Junk bonds and white collar crooks make the Wall Street Journal 
read like the Police Gazette. What a laugh! Tomorrow, our 
government bonds will be on the same page. JUNK BONDS-LIKE 
CHINA— PAPER TRASH! 

The world has entered an era of economic warfare from which 
there is no military relief. All major economic powers are 
exporting against other major economic powers. Russia must come 
with a gold backed Ruble if she is to enter world commerce and trade. 

Mr. President, I write you this letter because Mr. Gorbachev 
did not make his decisions for the love of the world, he made his 
decision for the love of his country, Russia. I write this letter 
not because I love the world, but also, because I love my country, 
AMERICA! 
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You know that my views are the views of millions of concerned 
Americans, and you know that dramatic action is needed NOW if the 
United States of America is going to halt its headlong plunge into 
the mediocrity of debtor nations and the danger of the headlong rush 
into nuclear stockpiling. 

Gorbachev is making a dramatic effort to solve some of the 
problems of the USSR. You can do no less for the USA. There is no 
more time to play politics. There is no more time to play out a 
Presidential term and leave it in the hands of the next fellow. 
There is NO MORE TIME! 

Respectfully yours, 

Fred Muller 

o COPIES SENT TO THE FOLLOWING : 

*> U.S. Congress: Full House and Senate 

£ All fifty Governors and Spouses 

Chairman Mikhail Gorbachev 

Foreign Minister Eduard Shvardnadze 

National Leaders Worldwide 

All Foreign Ambassadors (167) 

CEO — Top 1000 Corporations 

The Editor of America's 1QQ largest newspapers 
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U.Z>. Agency tieportedly May Purchase 
Soviet UraniumrEnrichment Services 
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STATEMENT OF DOUG SHOEMAKER 



My name is Doug Shoemaker, and I'm going to represent myself. 
Hello, again, everybody. I'm dressed up like the Mad Hatter today 
from Lewis Carroll's Alice in Wonderland because for the Mad Hatter, 
time had perpetually stopped at six o'clock, tea time. And so, he 
was always sitting around the table, having tea. Here we are in 
Wonderland. The Federal government attempts to stop the clock 
somewhere around 1954, when the Red Communist plague is about to 
swallow us all up, and we're all going to live in Siberia forever. 
And what the Department of Energy is announcing specifically with 
this draft Environmental Impact Statement is that they are trying to 
stop time at January 19, 1989- It's June 8, 1990, and a lot's 
happened since January 19, 1989, Mr- Patterson. The world's 
changing, and change is inevitable, and it's going to keep on 
happening, no matter what you all do. 

Let me tell you a little bit about myself. And so much for 
symbolism. When I got out of high school, the first business that I 
went into was selling fabric so that people could sew their own 
clothes. People don't do that anywhere; that's progress. If you're 
wearing handmade clothes out there today, are you a Communist? 

I didn't have a living; I had to do something else, and I 
became a carpenter. And I'm a good carpenter. But you know, people 
don't always want rooms built on their houses. That's tied to the 
economy. It's an up-and-down type of job. And I just got to the 
point where I couldn't deal with it anywhere. I couldn't deal with 
being rich one week and broke the next week. 

Now, I guess that I'm a professional peace activist, if you 
want to say that, and I'm not getting rich. In fact, I'm getting 
very, very poor. And so, I'm saying to you people here in Aiken, 
South Carolina, "You got this reactor hack in the fifties because 
that was progress. Nuclear weapons were necessary evil. Well, now, 
progress it toward peace." I don't want to give your jobs away, but 
it's becoming unnecessary, and you've got to find something else to 
do. And if you can't find something else to do, you have my pity, 
because you've got to straighten up and do something besides making 
radioactive waste and burying it. 



Response 



Comments noted. 
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And inevitably, it pollutes the aquifer. And it may not affect 
this generation, and it nay not affect the next generation, but it's 
going to be around for hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of 
thousands of years. And there's no way that we can stop it. The 
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not afraid of nuclear exchange; I'm not even afraid of the Savannah 
River Plant blowing up. I'o afraid of business as usual at the 
Savannah River Plant. 

This is a sural question. There are not statistics, there's no 
need, there's no proof. The Environmental Impact Statement is for 
national security. I want this year end to specifically address the 
fact that producing more tritium at this point in our history will 
lead to. promoting international insecurity, both by making the . 
Soviet Union feel more threatened, when they're already in a 
defensive position. How much more defensive can you get before you 
just react? 

i 

*£* And number two, if 24.000 nuclear weapons are necessary for our 

1/1 national security, will we definitely have a moral obligation to 

export 24,000 weapons to every country on the planet? That will 
make everybody secure; nobody will fight anybody; the whole world 
will be at peace. It'll be at peace because the whole world will be 
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make this country secure. Does anyone want to take over Libya? No, 
because they're on a desert. And that's what the Department of 
Energy is trying to do, is make this country a desert. 

I've been following you guys around to Savannah, and I've been 
jumping up and down and wearing a rubber skull mask and holding the 
signs, and I've followed you to Charleston, and I did the same 
thing, and now, I'm here. And it's hot, and I'm sweaty, and I'm 
tired. And do you know what I really want to do? I want to go 
home, and I want to be in my apartment, and I want to hug my 
girlfriend, and I want to pet my cat, and I want to feed my bird. 
But, I have a moral obligation to be here — not for me, not for 
you, but for 25 generations down the road. And I do believe in a 
r reat~r and I *hink *-h™t we all will be ""ud^ed ultimate!". And I 
want you people to know that our souls — mine included —will not 
rest in peace beneath the crushing weight of the unborn. Thank you. 
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A-54 STATEMENT OF WARREN WHIPPLE 

A-54-01 Good afternoon. My name is Warren Whipple. I'm with Comments noted. 

Greenpeace Action. Mr. Patterson, Mr. Cumbee. 

I don't really have much to say. I've written four or five 
speeches for this afternoon and wound up throwing them all away. I 
know that it's been a long afternoon; it's been a long week. So, 
I'll be brief. 

I think that the only thing that I really want to say that 
hasn't been said — so much has been said so eloquently from so many 
people who have done so much and cared so much about this project — 
the only thing that I think is left that I would like to express is 
my really profound disappointment at what I have seen happening 
here. I came on this project at Greenpeace for two reasons. (1) My 
T family in Sylvania, Georgia, about 20 miles downriver from the 

^ plant. In 1978, we suddenly lost my grandfather, who fished in that 

cr> river every weekend. He was a very healthy guy. We lost him very 

quickly. (2) The other reason is that I grew up with spacecraft. 
My parents told me that I stood most of 1963 watching the space 
program. 

I remember when I was in elementary school, doing a huge 
science project with styrofoam balls and toothpicks, explaining the 
atomic reaction and how it worked. And I learned about the 
Department of Energy. The Department of Energy was the branch of 
government that was entrusted to take us into the 21st century. Its 
purpose was to develop, research and bring about the new forms of 
energy that would take up the slack and make up for the inadequacies 
of the types of energy that we had — coal, gas, things that 
obviously weren't going to make it. 

It was on the cutting edge. Because of the expertise that the 
DOE had, it was entrusted with the production of nuclear weapons and 
materials. This was for a twofold purpose, as I understand it: One 
was that they had the experts, they had the ability to pull off 
safely if anybody was going to. But the other reason was a very 
basic feeling that it was important to keep this aspect of our 
military and our civilian patterns. We could see what happened to 
other countries when military takes a power of its own, and it was 
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important that the Department of Oefense not be itself in charge of 
the materials for these warheads. As well as production oversight 
of it, there was a watchdog emphasis as well. 

I don't think that we can say that in the long run that you've 
done a horrible job. The Cold War was scary; I grew up in its 
shadow. But, it was better than a world war. The one thing that 
you have to give it is that it worked. Thirty years ago, you would 
not have convinced many average Americans that we would not wind in 
a war with the USSR — we didn't. We didn't have a Chernobyl. 
There have been leaks, there have been messes, there have been 
things that we probably still don't know about. But we haven't had 
a Chernobyl . 

The citizens of Aiken and the Department of Energy can take 
some pride in that. We chose, for whatever reasons, to go into the 
Cold War and we survived it. But, it is over with. The only 
possible use for nuclear weapons is retaliation to prevent a first 
£ strike by the USSR. That's over, and you want to continue business 

C as usual, and I don't understand. Mr. Patterson, we shouldn't have 

to be here. The Department of Energy should be telling the 
Department of Defense, "Why? What do you want this stuff for? Why 
do we have to do this?" Keeping them from running amuck is your 
job, particularly on its nuclear weapons, materials matters. You 
and he can't get a good bottle that no one else will touch. 
Everybody else wants you to put as much distance between themselves 
and this thing as they possibly can. The President won't touch it; 
Cheney won't touch it; Baker won't have anything to do with it. 
"Okay, SRP, can we wait to do it?" They're not going to touch it. 

When I came in here, I thought a lot about the Department of 
Energy, how they wouldn't perceive, that they were going to do 
whatever they wanted to, regardless, how they were invincible. I 
don't believe that anymore. As I said in Columbia, I have felt this 
afternoon that you've been listening. I think that the 
Environmental Impact Statement is an embarrassment; I don't think 
that you're trying as hard as you could be, to the fullest. At 
first, I thought that maybe it was because you were screwing up. 

Now, I wonder. I see the Department of Energy now as being 
stuck between a rock and a hard place. You are part of our weapons 
production commanded by the Chief Administrative Officer George 
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Bush. I believe that the DOE will think of the long-term and the 
future. I hope that somewhere, somehow, you've got the team that is 
all over this whole fusion thing. It didn't work, but it couldn't. 
I don't know what our future energy sources are going to be, but 
it's going to come from you. The Department of Energy is charged 
with the biggest responsibility that this country has," to survive, 
developing the means of energy that will take us into the 20th 
century and beyond. 

I'd love to see you guys stand up. I'd love to see you guys go 
back to Washington and stand up and say, "Wait a minute." 
Somewhere, there's a charter for the Department of Energy. 
Somewhere, there's something that's written down there that says 
what your purpose is. Go back and read it. And go back and insist 
on being allowed to do it. Thank you. 
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A-55 STATEMENT OF GREG RYBERG 

A-55-01 My name is Greg Ryberg and I am here to speak personally and on Comments noted, 

behalf of our company, R & H Maxxon Inc. which operates convenience 
stores in the greater Savannah River area. We whole heartedly 
endorse the restart of the Savannah River Site K, L, And P reactors. 

Since graduation from college I have lived with my wife and 
three children throughout the Midwest the past 14 years though we 
have lived in Aiken, S.C. No matter what area we lived in there was 
a common bond between our family and families,- that being, that we 
all strived to insure that the future of our area and this nation be 
protected for our children and all future generations. Protection 
not only applied to our basic freedoms but also to the environment. 
Every family that I have ever have associated with has this as part 
of its basic goals. 

i In order to reassure the basic freedoms that we enjoy in the 

£ U.S. today, we must maintain a strong nuclear deterrent. Doing so 

^ does not have to be at the expense of safety or the environment. We 

have seen this over the past 40 years of operation at the Savannah 
River Site. There has not been ojie. lost time work day to nuclear 
operations in that period of time. With the safety exhibited in 
past operations coupled with the extensive training and retraining 
done at the site, it is time to get on with it and restart the 
reactors. 

This morning I listened to a prayer for peace. I too pray for 
peace. When we pray we realize the need for peace but we also 
realize the need for protection. I also recall that the Ayatollah 
Khomeni , the great high priest of Iran, led a nation of prayer. 
They still pray in Iran with a primary goal being the overthrown of 
the freedoms of the Western world. Gobachev may preach glasnost but 
he does not speak for the Soviet Union forever. For that matter he 
does not speak for any of the other nations of the world. 

We have at the SRS the best engineers, scientists, technicians 
and support staff in this nation. They are capable professionals 
dedicated to the safety of the people and the environment of the 
area and the world. They are also committed to maintaining peace 
and the security of this nation. 
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It's time we get on with the protection of our future and 
restart the reactors under the safe guidance of DOE and Westinghouse. 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY MCMASTER 
STATEMENT ON THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 
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River Site. 
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Now I know that some people say the Cold War is over, making 
the continued production of our weapons' systems obsolete. And, 
indeed, we have witnessed a great collapse of communism in the past 
year. I hope with all my heart that the changes taking place will 
be permanent and that in the future we will have no need for nuclear 
weapons. 

But that time hasn't come. We cannot be premature in our 
judgements. For while Gorbachev talks a good line, the Soviet Union 
has yet to dismantle any of its weapons systems. Given the 
remarkable instability in the Soviet Union during this time of 
■■nknMiii none of us can n redi ct the future 1 eadershi o of that 
nation, nor the course that arms production will take. So, in our 
own defense, we must proceed with adequate production. Savannah 
River is crucial to this goal. 

Since production must continue, i urge tufit a new prouiictiori 

reactor also be built here. If we are to use nuclear power, then we 

must use it in a safe and conservative manner. The new production 

reactor, with all its state-of-the-art safety features, offers us a 
suitable way to use nuclear power. 

Finally, I'd like to say a few words about the future, about a 
time when the production of weapons may no longer be necessary. 
Will nuclear energy have a role? Of course, because it offers us 
the cleanest way to meet our energy needs. 

The safe production of energy has become one of the biggest 
challenges of our tines. As our nation grows, we face the 
simultaneous task of expanding our energy supply and preserving our 
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challenge: safely done, it offers us an efficient and adequate 
source of power that is clean. 

And the Savannah River Site is the perfect location for the 
production of that power. For one thing, its huge size alone makes 
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it the safest place to produce nuclear energy in the Southeast. 
Moreover, the state-of-the-art waste disposal facilities located at 
SRS can handle all the waste produced here. For these reasons, I 
agree that a cluster of nuclear reactors should be built at the site 
so that the people of South Carolina can be supplied with the 
cheapest, safest energy possible. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BOWMAN 
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MR. BOWMAN: My name is William Bowman, and I am here to say, 
on behalf of Green Peace, that if these reactors are restarted and 
there are people and if one little leak should occur, they say, it 
is just a little leak. And if that little leak gets out, it is in 
the water, people are contaminated with it. And to make matters 
worse, if these reactors are restarted there is a fault land that 
runs right through Savannah River Plant. And if we should have a 
major earthquake, leaks — and those reactors are destroyed, we will 
have a nuclear explosion here. And many of the innocent people will 
die. 

And the nuclear power should not be used to make bombs, but to 
use as energy to power things, not bombs to destroy innocent lives. 
People are here to live, not destroy each other. 



Seismic investigations and upgrades are being 
implemented at SRS reactors in response to the 
concerns of cognizant agencies. Section 2.1.3.1.2 
of the EIS discusses seismic upgrades. It is 
physically impossible for the SRS reactors to create 
a nuclear explosion. 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number 



Comment 



Response 



A-58 



STATEMENT OF CATHY WILLIAMSON 



A-58-01 
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A-58-02 



What you can't see can hurt you. Economics has taken 
precedence over the safty of ind. lives and the environment. 

I have toured certain areas of SRS and one particular area 
which gives me chills is the burial ground. 

The burial ground consists of pits which are situated over an 
aquifer. SRS claims only low-level radioactive materials are stored 
in these pits which are lined for added safly reasons. However, the 
open pit I rode into had no liner, but the pit was filled w/ 
canister after canister of discarded radioactive materials exposed 
to the open. No explanation was given for the missing liner, and I 
was so overwhelmed with what I was seeing that I didnt question the 
reason for there not being one. But I am questioning it now! 



How accurate is the data on this antiquated facility? How safe 
are we? 

Oespite ERF & GP and ind. like Arthur Dexter and Bill Lawless 
(both of whom are former SRP emp) we have chosen to believe that SRS 
is and has been run safly - Mistakes have been made at our expense, 
an expense that far surpasses any financial "Gain." The arguments 
one hears for continued operation of the plant is focused on 
National Security and locally on economics. How long can we 
"afford" to produce this radioactive waste before we ultimately pay 
an even higher price? 

The restart of these damaged & antiquated reators is both 
dangerous and unnecessary. Nuclear war cannot be limited. 
Therefore nuclear war is no longer a viable option. 



The Record of Oecision on the Final EIS. Waste 
Management Activities for Groundwater Protection, 
Savannah River Plant. Aiken, SC . dated 3/9/88 (53 FR 
7557) determined that the new low- and intermediate- 
level radioactive waste disposal facility to be 
constructed at the SRS would have a vault design. 
Vaults employ a sealed, reinforced-concrete 
structural barrier, proper siting, and surface 
draining to minimize the intrusion of water that 
could leach waste constituents from the facility. 
Design also might include a complete exterior 
leachate collection system, a low-permeability 
secondary liner, and the grouting of waste in place 
to fill interior void spaces and add stability. 

Chapter 4 of the EIS thoroughly discusses the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action 
and alternatives, including health and safety 
issues. This material, as well as the entire EIS, 
was prepared with the best, most current available 
data and information. Also, please see the 
responses to Comment A-09-02 on waste management and 
environmental restoration. 



I feel we as a community have lost far more than we have gained 
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The time has come for us to view this facility realistically - 
to see the obvious dangers. We have a responsibility to ourselves, 
as members of this community and to the human race. 

In defense of ERF & GP who have been labeled Doom Sayers; the 
information they have provided is not for personal financial gain, 
but for you, for your children and, -ultimately for mankind 

We cannot, as responsible citizens ignore the currant available 
information. 

We can ill afford any further Deadly Deceit! 
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A-59 OPINIONS 

AIKEN STANDARD 

WHY SO MANY NUCLEAR WEAPONS? 

JAMES J. KILPATRICK 

Universal Press Syndicate 

A-59-01 WASHINGTON - Question: What are the probabilities of a nuclear Comments noted. 

war between the United States and the Soviet Union? 

Answer: The probabilities are nil. 

Question: Why, then, are both superpowers intent upon 
maintaining obscene levels of nuclear arms? 

Answer: Don't ask stupid questions. 
o 

^ That is about where matters stand in the wake of Mikhail 

ui Gorbachev's visit to the United States. The Soviet Leader is 

°^ agreeable to reducing strategic nuclear forces by roughly 30 

percent. President Bush is equally agreeable. The newspapers 

provide neatly tabulated data on the pledged reductions. 

But the trouble with the figures is that they are essentially 
meaningless. The tabulations wash over our minds like so many 
waves, leaving not even a residue of foam behind. Faintly, vaguely, 
we can imagine the devastation caused by a single nuclear weapon. 
After all, most of us have seen photographs and read descriptions of 
Hiroshima after the bomb attack in 1945. 

The atom bomb of 1945 was a sort of Model T bomb. It carried 
the destructive equivalent of only 17,000 tons of TNT. In a 
fraction of a second that bomb leveled a city and killed nearly 
100,000 human beings. Now we make hydrogen bombs that are lots more 
efficient. Now we can kill a million human beings in a single 
blast. Isn't that progress? 

At present, the United States maintains a strategic arsenal of 
2,450 intercontinental ballistic missiles, 3,024 sea-launched 
ballistic missiles, 3,000 short-range missiles and 1,600 
air-launched cruise missiles. For its part, the Soviet Union 
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maintains 6,530 ICBMs, 3,642 submarine-launched missiles, 400 
short-range attack missiles and 640 air-launched cruise missiles. 

Under the pending agreement, the United States would have 1,444 
ICBMs, the Soviet Union 3,060. We would have 3,456 submarine- 
launched missiles, the Soviet Union 1,840. Other missiles would be 
divided as if they were marbles - so many for our side, so many for 
their side. There would be 18,430 in all. And every one of these 
missiles is from 10 to 100 times as destructive as the bomb of 1945. 

Question: Who needs them? 

Answer: Why do you persist in asking stupid questions? 

In theory, the policy of the United States is a policy of 
"strategic sufficiency," but the criteria for defining "sufficiency" 
are contrived from moonbeams. To such nuclear fanatics as Gen. 
■a John T. Chain Jr., commander of the Strategic Air Command, enough is 

t never enough. Gen. Brent Scowcroft, national security adviser, 

^ thinks along the same lines. As Talleyrand remarked, war is indeed 

•^ too serious a matter to be entrusted to generals. 

For all the talk of a 30 percent to 50 percent reduction is 
strategic arms, the prospect remains a prospect of mutual assured 
smithereens. We would blow each other to bits, to the merest 
fragments. The Soviets would strike. We would strike back. In an 
hour a great part of the planet Earth would be a smoking cinder. 
Clouds of radioactive dust would blot the sun and swirl in deadly 
currents around the globe. Neither side could win such an 
exchange. The putative victor would have spoils not worth 
possessing. 

There will never be such an exchange. The probability has been 
remote for the past 45 years. Given the collapse of the Warsaw Pact 
and the revolutionary changes in Europe, the maintenance of huge 
nuclear arsenals becomes all "the more pointless. 

Surely a strategic sufficiency could be preserved with a few 
hundred verifiable weapons apiece. Total nuclear disarmament is out 
of the question, but it is insane - wastefully, dangerously insane - 
to talk of spending an additional $100 billion over the next decade 
on such stupidities as two mobile missile systems for more Trident 
submarines, and 75 B-2 bombers for which there is no plausible 
mission. 
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Yes, the Soviet Union continues to produce and to deploy 
hundreds of intercontinental ballistic missiles. So what? The idea 
of nuclear parity is an idea that has never made sense. All that is 
required is a deterrent against the unthinkable. 

This observer does not fully trust Mikhail Gorbachev. By his 
own assertion he remains a fully committed communist. If he is 
toppled from power, other communists will succeed him. But we ought 
to distinguish between communists and madmen, and in the name of 
common sense we ought to abandon folly and pursue a policy of 
prudence instead. 

[Mr. Russell Williamson submitted this newspaper column.] 
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A-60 STATEMENT OF RUSS FERRARA 

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 

"Continued Operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors, Savannah River 

Site, Aiken, South Carolina" 

My name is Russ Ferrara and I am a life long resident of South 
Carolina and currently live approximately 12 miles from the Savannah 
River Site. First, let me state that upon review of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for "Continued Operation of K-, L-, 
and P-Reactors at the Savannah River Site in Aiken, South Carolina" 
that the document adequately meets the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and therefore the scope of the document 
should not be expanded. 

" However, there are two fundamental issues which I would like to 

^o discuss concerning SRS reactor restart. They are the environmental 

i£ and "need for production" issue. The environmental issue can be 

broken down into three areas: (1). the impact of reactor operation 
on the environment in terms of thermal discharge and stack releases, 
(2) the. impact of reactor operation on worker's radiation exposure, 
and (3) the impact of additional radioactive waste. 

Let's first focus our attention on the environment and try to 
divorce ourselves from the fact that we are producing nuclear 
materials. Does discharging hot water into a man made creek result 
in a significant environmental impact? I don't think so! Is there 
any history of significant radioactive releases from any of the five 
reactor stacks at Savannah River? I don't think soi Have the 
workers at Savannah River received significant levels of 
radioactivity. No! Workers at Savannah River received very small 
if any radioactivity. The exposures levels at Savannah River are 
significantly lower than EPA, standards which in themselves are very 
low. What about the additional transuranic waste that will be 
produced in the fuel assemblies? We all recognize the requirement 
to isolate this waste from the biosphere using both natural and 
engineered barriers. We also must understand that the this problem 
is not driven by the volume of waste, but the time it takes to decay 
down to low levels of activity. For example, Am has a half life 
7,350 years and Cm 245 has a half life of 9,300 years. These 
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i sotopes exi st now and must be i sol ated . from the bi osphere for 
periods of 10,000 years. He have the technology to safely do this 
in deep geologic formations that have been stable for more than 
100,000 years. 

The point is that the magnitude of this problem does not 
increase by turning on the existing reactors at Savannah River even 
if you elect to run them for 20 more years since the real technical 
issue is the risk associated with the chosen ultimate waste disposal 
technology and not the total volume of transuranic radioactive waste 
which is generated. Another words, if you already have 100 isotopes 
of An 2 , and then you elect to produce 5 more Am 2 isotopes, this 
production will not have an impact on the society's risk associated 
with the ultimate safe disposal of the 105 Am 243 isotopes over the 
next 10,000 years. 



Therefore, I will conclude by stating that if you developed a 
scale from to 100 regarding the actual environmental impact 
associated with restart of the SRS reactors this impact would be 
lower than 0.02. 

The next fundamental issue is the "need for production". I 
believe that we can all agree that our primary goal in this room, in 
our nation and in the world is to maintain world peace. However, we 
differ concerning the path which should be taken in order to reach 
our common goal. What is the best way to bring the Soviet Union to 
the table to discuss turning off their production reactors? Is it 
to keep the reactors shutdown at Savannah River? I don't think so! 
What is the best way to halt proliferation of nuclear materials 
around the globe? Is it to create a policy of nuclear 
non-proliferation in the United States? No! This didn't work in 
the U.S. in 1978 when President Carter tried it and this policy 
continues to cripple our commercial nuclear energy sector. We, the 
tax payers, ultimately pay the price tag for these irresponsible 
national energy policies. President Reagan's buildup of the 
Department of Defense has demonstrated its success by forcing the 
Soviet Union into arms reduction agreements. We are now seeing 
reductions in nuclear weapons; however, we are not seeing reductions 
in the Soviet Union's ability to produce nuclear materials. I 
submit that we must maintain the capacity to produce nuclear 
materials in the United States in order to maintain world peace. 
History has demonstrated that this is the safest and most 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 
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responsible approach to take in order to preserve our country's 
freedom. This is a fact. 

Is there a need for any other isotopes from the SRS reactors? 
You bet! Look at the future space missions and the need for Pu 
We have made great progress in telecommunications by using 
satellites in space. There are significant benefits associated with 
these future NASA space missions which cannot be accomplished with 
out a reliable nuclear power source. Pu^^ is that source and has 
been exclusively produced at Savannah River. Ubat about the 
potential need for medical isotopes; Co for example. In the past 
SRS has successfully provided these much needed medical isotopes. 
Ask yourself if there will be a potential need for these medical 
radioisotopes in the future in our country or in the world. Are 
there potential medical advances which will require these man made 
radioisotopes? Try to look into the future and be progressive in 
n this respect. 

<£ In conclusion, the need to operate the reactors at SRS does 

■"" exist from a political, technical and military point of view. It's 

time to get on with the business of operating these reactors safely 

in the state of South Carolina!!! 
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A-61 STATEHENT OF DR. STANLEY RICH 

THE AUGUSTA (GEORGIA) CHRONICLE 
30 Hay 1990 

Presented by 

Dr. Stanley Rich 

Aiken, S.C. 

Weapons production halt urged 

By John Winters 

Staff Writer 

A-61-01 Fifty-four top United States scientists and diplomats are urging Comments noted. 

President Bush and Soviet President Gorbachev to consider a complete 

nuclear weapons materials production halt - a decision that would 

? directly affect the Savannah River Site. 

\o 

^ The summit talks beginning Thursday between the two leaders 

provide "a unique opportunity ... to halt and reverse the nuclear 
arms race," the officials said in a May 23 letter addressed to Mr. 
Bush and Mr. Gorbachev. 

The letter was signed by seven Nobel Laureates, two former 
cabinet secretaries, two former directors of the Central 
Intell igence Agency, and several lead negotiators of past 
arms-control agreements and others who played substantial roles in 
the development of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. A copy of the letter 
was given to The Augusta Chronicle by Energy Research Foundation, an 
SRS-watchdog group. 

"With large reductions in strategic and tactical nuclear weapons 
under active consideration, the United States and the Soviet 
Union. ..have the opportunity to avoid the further operation of old, 
potentially unsafe nuclear reactors for production of weapons 
materials and to avoid the spending of billions on replacement 
authors," the signers said. 

"The window of opportunity is fast closing, however, as the 
United States prepares to restart its weapons production reactors, 
all of which have been shut down for safety reasons since June 1988, 
and to construct new production reactors." 
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The three SRS reactors currently are the nation's sole 
production source for tritium and plutonium, two key elements used 
in making atomic weapons. 

Energy Secretary James D. Wat kins announced earlier this month 
that the first reactor will be restarted in December or January, 
with all three reactors operating by the end of 1991. 

The writers said no further plutonium needs to be produced 
unless the superpowers are planning to increase existing weapons 
stockpiles. Plutonium takes thousands of years to decay. 

But continued production of tritium, which losses half its 
radioactivity in 12-1/2 years, poses a different problem, the 
signers said. Tritium's half-life means that in 12-1/2 years, half 
of its radioactivity is gone, and in another 12-1/2 years, half of 
n the remaining radioactivity is gone, and so forth. 

i 

£J "Its production must be continued to maintain the size. of the 

uj nuclear arsenal," they said. "No fresh tritium needs to be 

produced, however, if warheads utilizing tritium are retired at a 
rate that keeps pace with or exceeds tritium's decay. 

"Under those circumstances, tritium recovered from retired 
warheads would be sufficient to replenish tritium in the remaining 
warheads for many years," the letter said. 

Current or planned arms reduction talks - START and the 
retirement of 3,000 U.S. tactical nuclear warheads and a larger 
number of comparable Soviet weapons from Germany and other European 
countries - will "likely reduce the U.S. and Soviet strategic 
stockpiles by as much as several thousand warheads" each. 

Although exact numbers are classified, there are an estimated 
22,000 U.S. nuclear warheads, with the Soviet Union having a 
comparable number. 

"These reductions would create a sizable tritium reserve on both 
sides to sustain remaining warheads and would make additional 
production a costly redundancy," the letter said. "Even now, the 
amount of tritium in the U.S. weapons inventory is sufficient to 
meet tritium requirements of 3,000 warheads for 35 years and 1,000 
warheads for more than 50 years." 
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The letter urged the Soviet Union to accelerate its current 
timetables of shutting down all production reactors by the year 
2000; and said the U.S. should defer plans to restart the SRS 
reactors and build new reactors. 

The Energy Department has proposed building a new reactor at SRS 
to meet all of the nation's tritium needs. A backup reactor would 
be built in Idaho to provide 50 percent of the nation's needs. 

The two nations "could maintain a number of production reactors 
in 'cold-standby' status as a contingency against a breakdown in the 
ongoing arms reductions process," the letter said. 

In closing, the authors said, "an immediate production halt 
would provide substantial domestic and international benefits 
without adverse military impact ... missing the present opportunity 
to achieve a production halt imposes a number of risks and costs, 
including those associated with continued production activities that 
could only feed the nuclear arms race and inspire other nations to 
follow suit." 

Letter authors 

Among the 54 diplomats and scientists urging President Bush and 
Soviet President Gorbachev to halt production of nuclear materials 
are: 

• William Colby, former director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency. 

• Ralph Earle, former director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency and former chairman of the U.S. SALT II 
delegation. 

• Val Fitch, 1980 Nobel Laureate in physics, former 
presidential adviser on science policy and arms control in Nixon 
administration. 

• Richard L. Garwin, member of the President's Science Advisory 
Committee under presidents Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon, as well as of 
the Defense Science Advisory Board to the secretary of defense. 
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• Roswell L. Gilpatric, an attorney who served as deputy 
secretary of defense under presidents Kennedy and Johnson. 

• Denis Hayes, chairman and chief executive officer of Earth 
Day 1990. 

• Robert McNamara, secretary of defense under presidents 
Kennedy and Johnson, also served as president of the World Bank. 

• Stanley Resor, former secretary of the Army, currently 
chairman of the National Advisory Committee of the Lawyer's Alliance 
for Nuclear Arms Control. 

• John B. Rhinelander, lawyer, former deputy legal adviser for 
State Department and legal adviser to the SALT I delegation. 

» Gerard C. Smith, chairman of the Arms Control Association, 
served as chairman of the U.S. SALT 1 delegation and later as 
j° special representative and ambassador-at-large for Non-Prol iferation 

m Matters. 

• Stansfield Turner, former director of CIA. 

• Cyrus Vance, secretary of state under President Carter. 



o 

i 
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A-62 STATEMENT OF DR. DAVIS FOLSOM 

A-62-01 DR. FOLSOM: Thank you. My name is Davis Folsom, my residence Comments noted, 

is here in Aiken, I speak a citizen of the world. 

The world is changing. Aiken can embrace change or resist. 
History has many examples, and economies, and societies that 
resisted change. Visit the ghost towns of the west, the rusting 
steel towns of the north, or the museum plantation economies of the 
south. They are dead. 

The nature of life and earth has changed. It is time for Aiken, 

SRP, and DOE to change. The EIS Draft ignores reality of change. 

The issue today is whether to restart old, out of date, machines to 

produce tritium. It is time to take the same resources, dedication, 

and zealous patriotism and begin a conversion. The inner 
i redirection of resources away from weapons production and toward the 

j£ peaceful needs of society. 



c* 



Economic conversion is an idea being discussed and implemented 
in weapons communities throughout the U.S. Americans are embracing 
change, rejoicing in new peace, accepting new realities everywhere, 
except Aiken. Only Aiken wants more of the same. Only Aiken 
believes the Cold War still exists. Only Aiken believes the banner, 
"Better dead than red." What was the red menace? What was 
communism? 

Communism was central planning. We have that here, too, 
something called the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum, directs 
DOE to continue to produce vast quantities of tritium. Communism 
was central control. We have that here, too. DOE from Washington 
with its huge budget controls Aiken. The private property rights we 
have here are totally dependent on DOE. The market palace is a 
captive of the central committee policy. Communism also included 
local party members. We have that here, too. Do you want to be 
accepted? If you want any of the perks or plantation memberships, 
if you want anything more than — in Aiken, you join or embrace the 
local party. Now it is called Westinghouse. 

Communism also had its KGB, spies, and informants to maintain 
the existing order. Well, we have that here, too. The whispering 
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campaigns, the intolerance of dissent, the costa like trials with 
social and economic pound fees for anyone challenging the party. 

There is a menace in Aiken, it is not red, it is green. It is 
the green of an enormous sum of money. But Aiken is dying. Dying a 
physical death. Read the EIS, it is in there. Dying an 
environmental death. Read the EIS, it is in there, too. And dying 
a physiological death, acknowledged only in the bedrooms and 
confessionals. And dying an economic death, though few recognize 
it. Look at the headlines. Even the Aiken Standard . The world is 
changing. Aiken can change or die when the bloated, cancerous, 
mushroom of SRP, growing bigger daily, consuming more lives, 
commanding technology, destroying more resources; finally, explodes. 

It is less likely to be a nuclear explosion. It is more likely 
to be a giant pink slip. And unemployment notice knife, sent by 
democracy. The knife will puncture the SRP mushroom, scattering 
human spores, callously, and indiscriminately, like the bomb John 
J£ dropped in Hiroshima. It will create an economic calamity. Face 

it. The world is changing while Aiken clings to the Cold War 
religion. 

The EIS has presently, as presently written, quickly dismisses 
the options of moth-balling the old weapons machines. This should 
be the minute, critical, first step in the conversion of SRP. Only 
when the false god of tritium is discarded, can Aiken SRP be reborn, 
be reborn into the new and changing world. 

Thank you. 



n 
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Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 
Number 



A-63 



Comment 



STATEMENT OF KATHY FOLSOM 



Response 



A-63-01 



o 

i 

ON 

CO 



much 



RESTART OF REACTORS 

MS. FOLSOM: My name is Kathy Folsom, I am a responsible member 
of this community, this country, and our planet. My parents taught 
me very early that with each freedom we enjoy comes an equally 
important responsibility. I recognize and accept my 
responsibilities to my family, community, country and yes to my 
planet. This does not diminish committment to country but accepts 
the extended view of global citizenship. It is a beautiful, fragil 
and troubled planet. Yes, I know the list of local, state and 
national problems we face are great but when the list of global 
problems is surveyed, nuclear proliferation, including all of the 
associated risks is high on that list and while this problem is m 
larger than Aiken, SC what happens in Aiken is one of the physical 
sources of this global problem. 

Aiken S.C. is one of the few remaining places on this planet 
where the cold war is not only not over, but alive, well, and 
flourishing. Aiken is a very unusual community. It is a stronghold 
for those who must believe in the necessity of the restart of the 
existing reactors as well as the construction of a New Production 
Reactor, in Aiken NPR does not stand for National Public Radio! 

Forty years ago when the political leaders of our state were 
successful in bringing the Bomb Plant to this community it was a 
poor place in a poor rural state. In very much the same way that a 
hungry person will eat anything they are offered this community 
embraced the coming of the nuclear age. Driven by the fear of the 
cold war, building bombs was a patriotic if somewhat risky 
business. The military industrial complex was quick to recognize 
the profit margin in preparing for war. Virtually everyone in Aiken 
is either directly or indirectly addicted to the bomb plant, for the 
jobs and material affluence its existence assures. Those holding 
minority views or those who question must be willing to suffer the 
consequences of expressing them, or out of fear either remain silent 
or choose not to know. The conversations I have had recently on 
this topic with other members of my community have run like this, we 
have to restart my husband works out there. I aught to learn more, 
I've always just expected them to know what they are doing and be 



Comments noted. 
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honest about it. I just don't think about it, I choose, not to have 
an opinion. The fear, paranoia and silence in this community are 
symptoms of a serious problem. I understand the importance and 
power of corporate loyalty. One of the first lessons of survival is 
not to bite the hand that feeds you. The problem is not the hand 
that feeds this community, but what it feeds the community. 

I am obviously not a scientist or an authority on world affairs, 
so I would like to go on record as being in agreement with the 54 
top U.S. scientists and diplomats who have written to Pres. Bush and 
Pres. Gorbechev urging them to consider a complete nuclear weapons 
materials production halt. The list of authors includes seven Nobel 
Laureates, two former cabinet secretaries, two former directors of 
the CIA, and several lead negotiators of past arms-control 
agreements and others who played substantial roles in the 
development of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. Their letter states, "an 
immediate production halt would provide substantial domestic and 
international benefits without adverse military impact... missing 
the present opportunity to achieve a production halt imposes a 
number of risks and costs, including those associated with continued 
production activities that could only feed the nuclear anas race and 
inspire other nations to follow suit. 



I would recommend Alternative 3, the termination of operation 
and placement on cold standby of the K-, L-, and P-reactors. 

In reference to the draft EIS, it is a masterpiece of Orwell i an 
double speak which reduces every aspect of this insanity to a 
sterile quantifiable formula. I turned immediately to the PURPOSE 
AND NEED SECTION- The "current forcasts" are for continued need to 
build and maintain the nuclear arsenal. The crucial document 
issuing this directive appears to be the presidentially approved, 
Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Memorandum which was approved by Hr. 
Reagan on Jan. 19, 1989. Since the EIS also states; "the potential 
exists that material production requirements could decrease due to 
the changing world geopolitical situation. I would contend that the 
"forecast" for continued need must be revised in light of the global 
changes which have dramatically changed the world geo-political 
situation. DOE must accept its responsibility to assure that this 
memorandum be reviewed and revised because not doing so approves a 
course of action which poses an unnecessary and unreasonable risk. 
We have heard many times during the past year that a unique window 



See the response to Comment A-06-07 on the changing 
world geopolitical situation. 
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of opportunity for real change exists. It is time to change. The 
reactors are as archaic as the world view they represent. We have 
enough tritium and plutonium to destroy our planet many times over 
and will for years and years. Another effective use of language to 
instill terror is the use of the term "canabal ization" of warheads. 
This has been the phrase used to describe what in other arenas is 
refered to as recycling. 

According to the EIS the existing waste storage facilities are 
reaching capacity, the term used in this document, "awaiting 
ultimate disposal" is a joke. It is deadly in liquid or solid form, 
for a long, long, time, DOE doesn't know what to do with it, the 
technology does not exist yet. This report makes it sound like you 
can just flush it down the toilet. Please put some brilliant 
scientific minds to work on figuring out how to protect our 
community, our state, our country and our planet from these 
poisons. The DOE and Westinghouse have the power to redirect the 
mission of the plant so the talented, dedicated people who work 
there apply their skills to the projected $25 billion dollar job of 
cleaning up after themselves and pursuing research which will truly 
benefit this planet. 

I request that DOE release of health records of past and present 
employees for review and analysis by an outside organization. 

I request that DOE contract with an outside agency to conduct a 
comprehensive health study for the residents of S.C. 

In closing, IS THE PURSUIT OF PEACE UNAMERICAN? PEACE IS A VERB 
NOT A NOUN, PEACE IS MORE THAN THE ABSENCE OF WAR. I CONTENT THE 
PURSUIT OF PEACE EMBOOIES THE HIGHEST IDEALS ON WHICH OUR NATION WAS 
FOUNDED. 



Existing high-level waste tank capacity is adequate 
for interim storage of the high-level liquid wastes 
to be produced when production resumes, pending 
their immobilization in glass in the DWPF, which 
essentially eliminates any risk of environmental 
transport. DOE has a 5-year interim storage 
capacity for the vitrified high-level waste coming 
from the DWPF when it becomes operational in late 
1994. DOE also is considering expansion of the 
interim storage facility for the vitrified waste 
containers because a national geological repository 
for high-level waste is not likely to be available 
by 1997 or 1998. 

Please see the response to comment A-37-02 on worker 
health records. 

Recently, the National Cancer Institute/National 
Institute of Health released the results of its 
independent 2-year epidemiological study of the 
incidence of cancer in the populations surrounding 
nuclear facilities, including SRS. (Jablon S., et 
al., 1990, Cancer in P opulations Li vino Near Nuclear. 
Facilities . National Institutes of Health, National 
Cancer Institute, Washington, O.C.) Appendix B 
(Section B.1.5) of the EIS describes this and other 
health and epidemiological studies of the SRS region. 
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MR. BOWMAN: Yes, my name is Jeffrey Bowman. I believe there is 
one person that spoke earlier in the time slot that I was supposed 
to speak in, his name was William Bowman, same last name, but, my 
name is Jeffrey Bowman. JEFFREY. And I am from Augusta, Georgia. 

The only issue I would like to address is the concern of health 
affects from the airborne tritium releases that have occurred during 
— while the production reactors have been on line, and, especially, 
in the 1980's. I have a list here of children who have developed 
leukemia in the years of 1985, and, 1986, in South Aiken. And there 
were six children — this data came from the Medical College of 
Georgia; that developed the childhood leukemia in the calendar years 
1985, and 1986. I got this information in less than 30 minutes and 
I am curious why DOE, DuPont, and Westinghouse have been afraid to 
get any epidemiological data from South Aiken down wind from where 
they have been releasing tritium "for over 20 years. And I just ask 
that the people in health physics tell the truth about this 
situation, come forward, inform the public about how much tritium is 
being released into South Aiken, and the health risk it poses to 
children and other adults. 

It certainly would not cost very much compared to $2,000,000 you 
are going to spend on the restart, to do a basic epidemiological 
study to see how many children are developing leukemia and how many 
people are developing thyroid disease in Aiken County. 

It would just make sense in the EIS Statement to do — spend 
just a small amount of money and see if SRS is affecting the health 
of our children and other people in the area. 



The occurrence of unspecified forms of leukemia in 
children, by itself, does not provide a basis for 
association with radiation exposure from SRS 
emissions. There are other factors than radiation 
exposure that can cause childhood leukemia, and some 
forms of leukemia are not caused by radiation. 
However, studies conducted in the SRS vicinity to 
date {and described in Appendix B of the EIS) have 
not shown any unusual cancer incidence of mortality 
related to SRS radioactive emissions. Please see 
the response to Comment A-63-05 on the results of 
the recent NCI/NIH study. 
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TRITIUM FACT SHEET 

The Department of Energy says that we must continue to operate 
the aged reactors at SRS in order to supply needed tritium for our 
nuclear arsenal. We are told that failure to do so will be 
tantamount to unilateral disarmament. We are told that 9,600 jobs 
will be lost at SRS unless we restart the reactors. True to their 
form, DOE is telling us lies again! Here are some facts that DOE 
has conveniently omitted from its arguments for the restart of the 
SRS reactors. 

First of all, the need for tritium is vastly overstated. 
According to J. C. Mark in an article entitled "The Tritium Factor 
as a Forcing Factor in Nuclear Arms Reduction Talks" published as 
part of the W. G. Surcliffe Policy forum in Science magazine, 
Sept. 2, 1988: "Each side (US/USSR) can rest assured that even some 
37 years after a tritium cutoff, enough tritium will remain for at 
least 1000 to 3000 warheads- a credble nuclear deterrent." 

If we are to believe Dr. Carl Sagan and his "Nuclear Winter 
Theory" the explosion of as few as 5QQ of these weapons would be 
enough to precipitate a period of darkness which would disrupt the 
food chain for enough time to cause the extinction of much of 
earth's animal life. As far fetched as it sounds, the nuclear 
winter theory has a sound basis. The fossil record shows that 
something similar caused the extinction of approximately 90 percent 
of all life, including the dinosaurs some 65 million years ago. 
This, the Alvarez theory, postulates that a meteor struck earth 
sending up dust, blocking enough sunlight to cause a collapse of the 
food chain similar to what Sagan predicts in his theory. Do we need 
to maintain 100 times the firepower required to precipitate such a 
disaster? Is national defense in serious danger if we have only 50 
times enough? 



Mr. Mark continues to tell us that "Both the U.S. and the 
U.S.S.R. depend on tritium to boost the yield of their fission 
weapons and the fission triggers of their thermonuclear weapons, 
represents the key to the compact and efficient designs of modern 
nuclear weapons." 



It 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium. 



The need for nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of 
this EIS. 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment _ 

Number Comment Response 



In the same forum Mr. Sutcliffe explains that "A halt to 
tritium production would not necessarily lead to a reduced stockpile 
of nuclear weapons in the future. Nuclear warheads can be designed 
that do not depend on tritium. Many nuclear weapons did not depend 
on tritium. New technology might circumvent or reduce need for 
tritium in efficient modern warheads." 

Albright and Taylor writing in The Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists . January 1988, tell us: Although tritium is not required 
for U.S. nuclear weapons, most of them contain it because it 
essential in building more efficent and compact weapons... Without 
replenishment the amount of tritium in U.S. nuclear weapons would 
decrease by half in about 12 years, significantly lowering their 
effectiveness and reliability." 

According to the Nuclear Proliferation Factbook prepared for 
the Joint Subcommittees for Arms Control, International Security and 
o Science by the Congressional Research Service of the Library of 

i Congress in August of 1985, page 275. "A (thermonuclear) device in 

^g which fission and fusion are combined can produce an explosion of 

w great power. On average, in weapons of this type, roughly equal 

amounts of explosive energy result from fission and fusion." 

From this information, we can infer that about half of the 
explosive power of our H-bombs comes from tritium and that they 
would work without tritium, albeit only at half strength, which is 
still awesome. 

According to former secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, in a 
recent appearance on "The McNeil -Lehrer Report", we have 
approximately 50,000 nuclear weapons. Even if we waited for all of 
their tritium to decay, we would still have an arsenal capable of 
wiping out the human race. 

Another thing DOE has neglected to tell us is that much of the 
tritium will be used for what they euphamistically call "enhanced 
radiation weapons", such as neutron bombs, particle beam weapons, 
electromagnetic pulse weapons and other specialties. According to 
the Nuclear Weapons Databook-Vol ume II-U.S. Nuclear Warhead 
Production by Thomas B. Cochran, et al . , by the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Inc., 1987: "Projected demand for tritium has 
lessened since early in the Reagan administration but substantial 
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quantities will be required for existing enhanced radiation weapons 
to compensate for radioactive decay. If additional enhanced 
radiation weapons are produced tritium requirements will go even 
higher." 

Maybe DOE has plans for additional enhanced radiation weapons 
they're not telling us about this time. It wouldn't be the first 
time we were lied to by DOE. At any rate, much of what we're told 
by DOE doesn't wash. This is the perfect to "Just say NO to nuclear 



war 



i H 



I am here today to advocate more spending and increased 
activity at the SRS! I am also in favor of permanently closing the 
aged reactors there and defining new, peaceful missions for the 
plant. 

We are at a crossroads in history. The cold war with the 
o Soviet Union is at an end. The dismantling of their European empire 

^ is nearly complete; the fragmentation of their country from within 

^j continues. Their leaders are openly pushing western style democracy 

*" and economics. We have accomplished our mission. Now, it's time to 

put the cold war mentality behind us and move toward the future. 

Instead of zealously insisting that SRS go on with its antiquated 

cold war mission, when we ought to lobbying for new, productive 

roles for SRS. 

Here are some activities we should be lobbying for with as much 
energy as we lobby for bomb-making: 

1 . Research and development of alternate energy sources : When 
the Department of Energy was formed, its missions included research 
and development of alternate energy sources to help ward off future 
energy shortages and to ease us away from dependance on foreign 
energy sources. Unfortunately, during the Reagan administration 
this legitimate function of DOE was subverted. Now, the vast 
majority of DOE's money goes into production of war materials. The 
need for more bombs is no longer apparent. The need for alternate 
enregy sources has never been more accute. 

News of the greenhouse effect, acid rain and ozone layer 
depletion drives home the importance of developing alternate energy 
sources. We should be demanding that DOE fund frenzied research at 
SRS into these problems. Let's make Aiken the energy research 
capital of the world. We're already set up for it. 
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2. Pure research into p h ysics, energy, and practical 
applications thereof : Again, the SRS is ideally suited to pure 
research applications. We all know of the benefits derived by the 
pure research done during the space race. Similar benefits to 
mankind and industry may accrue if we establish pure research as a 
prime function of SRS. 

This is an area in which the U.S. lags woefully behind 
countries like Japan, West Germany, and even the Soviet Union, where 
pure research is heavily subsidized by the government. This is a 
legitimate function of DOE but will be funded only if demanded by 
the American public. Let's take the lead in initiating those 
demands. 

3. Electricity from fusion . Another mission DOE was charged 
with was development, by 1986, of a fusion reactor capable of 
producing more energy than it consumes. This mission was also 
relegated to a back burner by the arms buildup. This project truly 
holds the promise of unlimited, clean electricity. In one broad 
stroke it would drastically reduce our dependence on foreign energy 
supplies and go a long way towards alleviating the problems of acid 
rain and the greenhouse effect. If we lobby hard enough for this 
mission, we can get it. As I said, we're set up for it. 

An interesting sidenote: An article I read in the Bulletin of 
the Atomic Scientist stated that there is one dangerous byproduct of 
the type of fusion reactor envisioned: TRITIUM- the substance this 
whole restart issue revolves around. So, you see, DOE could kill 
two birds with one stone by proceeding with a fusion reactor at 
SRS. Let's demand it. 

4. Cleanup of the problems already in place Parts of SRS will 
be dangerous for thousands of years unless we clean them up. 

DOE's own estimates indicate that at least $100 billion will have to 
be spent to undo what damage has been done to our environment. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 

The DOE Five Year Plan for Environmental Restoration 
and Waste Management (D0E/S-0078P) provides 
preliminary estimates of SRS environmental 
restoration, waste management, and corrective action 
costs through Fiscal Year 1996 of about $830 
million. Estimated costs for the management of 
wastes from continuing operation over the same 
period are $3.6 billion. Additional costs for 
environmental restoration and corrective actions 
bring the total to $4.2 billion. 
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Also needed is more research into the long and short term effects of 
radiation to the environment and to humans. 

These alternate missions will require vast sums of money and 
thousands of workers to carry them out. Therefore, the future of 
continued operations at SRS is secure even if the reactors are shut 
down. 

As you can see, there are many activities which can be done at 
SRS besides making nuclear weapons. If residents of the CSRA were 
wise, they would be demanding that new missions for SRS be defined 
and implemented. If we fail to act and utilize the talents already 
in place here, other places will be glad to host the activities.. We 
mustn't put all of our eggs in the nuclear war-basket. Peace has 
broken out, and the American taxpayers will soon demand an end to 
the bomb-making at SRS. This area could suffer an economic collapse 
which will make the Depression seem mild. Let's act before events 
overtake our ability to influence the decision making process. Lets 
demand reasonable alternatives rather than press for an indefensible 
position which will hardly gain much sympathy for our area in the 
eyes of our countrymen and the other residents, of planet earth. 

I believe our claim for these new missions is well grounded: 
Like good soldiers we have uprooted towns like Ellenton and 
Dunbarton for the defense of our country. We have permanently 
polluted our land and water with some of the most toxic substances 
in ex i stance. We have paid our dues and 00E and the federal 
government owes us part of the peace divedend, but they won't give 
it unless we demand it! 



In March 1990, Secretary Watkins announced that DOE 
will turn over the responsibility for long-term 
health research on workers at DOE facilities to the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and 
directed the release of worker health data. SRS, 
which was designated as the first National 
Environmental Research Park in 1972, has long been a 
site for research into radiation effects on the 
environment. 



Therefore, I reiterate: Yes to more money and new missions for 
SRS - NO to the reactor restarts! 
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MR. DAUGHERTY: Yes. Good evening, my name is Paul Daugherty. 
I would like to thank everybody for coming down here. 

I do not work for Westinghouse, I do not work for the DOE, I do 
not have any economic gains in Aiken. My primary job is a nuclear 
consultant, short term type, contract work. My main concern is 
making nuclear power safe not matter if it is for production 
reactors or nuclear power commercial reactors for power. As long as 
it is safe, it is a viable means of power, energy, and a deterrent 
to our freedom. 

I personally, — And I am a U.S. citizen, I have served my 
country in the Navy. I love America, I love the freedom that we 
enjoy, and I do not want to lose it. Freedom is often taken for 
granted until it is lost and I do not plan to lose freedom. I do. 
not want to have my son, three and a half year old son, my 13 weeks 
son; lose his freedom. 

I think we got one of the best countries in the world and we 
ought to keep it that way. And if we need to have a deterrent such 
as a big stick or, in our case, some nuclear weapons; that is the 
way it is got to be to keep the people scared of us. When you are 
number one, you got to stay that way. 

And I think we are the best and I think everybody kind of picks 
on because we are the best. It is sort of like the Dallas Cowboys, 
America's team, — and everybody else wants a piece of the pie. 

I have about 15 years commercial and Naval nuclear power 
experience so I am not really talking off my cuff. I have been 
around and I have been a reactor operator. I do not believe you can 
really, you know, say yea or nay to nuclear power and production 
reactors unless you know what you are talking about. And I think 
one way is to be an operator. If you are a reactor operator who has 
been around nuclear power, you can speak for yourself. 

I really do not think the fanatics that are out there that are 
saying anti-nukes or no-nukes because I do not think they really 
know what they are talking about. Many people do not know the 



Comments noted. 
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difference between a reactor building and a cooling tower. Those 
big cooling towers you see over at Mobile, most people think that is 
the reactor building. Well, if that is the level of knowledge that 
people have, maybe they ought to get educated because ignorance 
breeds fear and I know this whole society really fears nuclear 
power. I do not know why. I think it is clean. Fossil plants we 
call dust burners and they are pretty dirty. If you lived by a coal 
plant or a fossil plant, they are dirty. 

I do not have a speech here, I am not an eloquent speaker, but I 
speak from my heart and it is the only way I know how to talk. 
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STATEMENT OF J. ALLEN BRODtE 



In addressing the issue that we have before us today, I feel 
that it is only wise to base our future initiatives on our past 
experiences. In World War II the United States brought to an end 
"with 2 nuclear bombs" the greatest World War in the history of 
mankind. 



o 
i 



A-67-01 



the atom, but also brought about a realization that our scientists 
had unleashed a resource that would change the world. We recognized 
that harnessing this power not only secured our homeland from 
would-be aggressors, but also created a window of opportunity for 
many generations to come, when I say "window of opportunity" I mean 
the peaceful use of all of the nuclear processes. To me, peaceful 
use is a huge stockpile of nuclear weapons that are perceived by 
other 3rd world countries and would-be agressors as very simply too 
much tackle. They must continue to receive the message that we are 
a very powerful and free nation. 

I urge Secretary of Energy, James 0. Watkins, to comply with 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and 
address the envi ronment saf et v and heal th consi derati ons = I expect 
him to resume operations of K.L. and P. Reactors so that we will 
have a more than sufficient supply of nuclear weapons to protect my 
family, my friends, and this country. 

I further encourage him to give his 1U11 support to nuclear 
technology transfer as it relates to improving human suffering. To 
move ahead with the development of cutting edge technology. To 
develop and explore the frontiers of the nuclear processes as they 
relate to energy sources for laser defense weapons, space 
exploration, nuclear medicine and therapy robotics, medical laser 
technology, computers and other highly sophisticated equipment. 

I encourage our government and Secretary Watkins to use the 
vast knowledge bank located at the SRS as a hub to create, develop 
build, and have on line 2 Additional new reactors by the year 2000. 

As we enter the 21st century nuclear processes will be the 
primary power source. The elimination of untold suffering could be 
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Please see the response to Comment A-13-01 on 
Secretary Watkins' commitment. 
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I urge that environmental clean-up continue at SRS and that 
this site be a model for the rest of the world. We need to draw on 
our existing knowledge as it relates to environmental issues and 
develop a base at SRS that can be used to solve the many abuses of 
the past. 

As new reactor designs are developed we should focus on 
reactors that perform dual rolls. The first as a source of nuclear 
material, the second as source of power. These two processes would 
compliment each other at SRS. 

In closing I feel our future prosperity and security is 
directly related to nuclear Technology. This can best be brought 
about through education, development of processes and an aggressive 
initiative. That we must recognize that our past successes were 
brought about by respecting the laws of nature. That being prepared 
and aggressive in our approach to the future has indeed been our 
greatest asset. That individual freedoms carry the obligation of 
individual responsibilities. That a lasting peace can only be 
assured through adequate American military powers. 

J. Allen Brodie 
457 Town Creek Road 
Aiken, S. C. 29802 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Section 2.4.1 of the EIS discusses the New 
Production Reactor. 
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A-68 STATEMENT OF THOMAS P. HENRY TO THE 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUBLIC HEARING ON 

THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR CONTINUED 

OPERATION OF K-, L-, AND P- REACTORS AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

(JUNE 8, 1990 7:00PM) 

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen, my name is Thomas Henry. I 
recently moved to Aiken, S.C., and I speak for myself. Thank you 
for this opportunity to comment on your EIS. 

First I would like to say that the SRS is a National Treasure. 
Moreover, the three reactors mentioned in this EIS are three old but 
valuable jewels in that treasure. For the past 35 years, the SRS 
has been as valuable in preserving our national security (by 
providing a deterrent to nuclear aggression) as the Smithsonian 
n Institution in Washington, D.C. is valuable in preserving our 

i national heritage. This treasure has been entrusted to the DOE. 

QO 

>-* Now in the EIS, it is stated that the government requires 

additional new supplies of nuclear materials, especially Tritium, in 
order to maintain that nuclear deterrent. The basis of that 
position is supported by classified data which is not published in 
the EIS. Although I am not privy to that data, I am willing to 
accept the stated position new supplies are needed for two reasons: 
First, Tritium decays with a half-life of 12 years and must be 
replenished. Second, the greatest threat to the national security 
of the U.S. remains the enormous nuclear arsenal of the Soviet 
Union. Since the half-life of Tritium can not be changed and since 
the Soviets continue to produce and deploy new nuclear weapons, I 
feel it is self-evident that SRS must continue to produce nuclear 
materials. 

I also feel that there is an additional reason why the SRS 
reactors must be restarted. That reason is that DOE must establish 
credibility that it and its contractors can operate nuclear 
materials production reactors in the 1990's in a safe and 
environmentally sound manner. DOE's credibility today is very low. 
At virtually all of its nuclear weapons facilities, there are safety 
and environmental problems. DOE can reestablish that credibility 
here at SRS, In fact, if DOE cannot demonstrate in the near future 
that it can operate these reactors in a safe and environmentally 
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sound manner, I see no way that Congress will give them 3-6 billion 

dollars to build and operate a new production reactor. Failure by 

DOE would be a serious loss to the nation. I wish DOE well, and I 
hope they succeed. 

With regard to the EIS itself, I recommend that a comparison 
table be included in the summary section which would compare risk 
from operation of the reactors with risks which a person is 
generally familiar with. For example, the EIS states that the risk 
of a prompt offsite fatality is 8 x 10" per-reactor year. That 
risk is comparable to someone in the Central Savannah River Area 
being struck and killed by a meteorite. It would be useful if data 
like that were provided in a comparison table. 

Finally, I work for a consultant at SRS, and my family 
(including four small children) live in Aiken. I face a risk of 4 
in 10,000 each year of being killed on the highway while driving to 
or from work. I believe the risk of my being killed by a reactor 
accident is about one million times smaller than that. I and my 
family can live with those risks. Please don't make a waste of my 
work effort by turning the Treasure you have been entrusted with 
into museum pieces rather than operating reactors. 



Table 4-48 in the EIS provides a perspective on, but 
not a comparison of, common risks that might be 
familiar to most people. Risks are calculated by a 
number of different methods and different bases, 
which make exact comparison invalid. 



Thomas P. Henry 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



£5? Co^nt response 



A _6g STATEMENT OF GLEN SCHLAFER 

MR. SCHLAFER: My name is Glen Schlafer, I come from north 
Georgia, I represent, primarily, myself and some of the good people 
in north Georgia who are at this time at an Environmental conference 
trying to provide your children, and my children, and my 
grandchildren, and my grandchildren's children, etcetera, etcetera; 
with an environment they can live with on this planet. 

You know, I was 14 years old when the first nuclear bomb went 
off. It was a thing that my generation — I did not know much about 
it then, but, you know, it has taken me 47 years to stand up here, 
or to sit here, and say, man we got enough of these things. We do 
not need anymore. How long is it going to go on? Until each of us 
has a little back pack with an individual programmable nuclear 
weapon you an project at somebody. 

i When I was this young man's age here, the Germans and the 

oo Japanese were our enemies. Now we are enlisting the Germans to help 

w us in Europe and we are driving Japanese cars; at least most of us. 

And I do not understand, now the Soviets are not going to be our 
enemy anymore. Maybe the government has to advertise. Who is going 
to be our enemy next year, the Norwegians? 

We are going to run out of enemies pretty soon. However, in 
this day and age of deficit spending, and you hear a lot about it. 
Hundred billion for SSL bailout. Billions and billions for this, we 
are $50,000,000,000 in the hole, or mortgaging our children's lives 
and their children's lives with our national debt. We need money 
now for prenatal care of woman, mass transit, health insurance for 
the thousand and millions of Americans that do not have it. We need 
money for all sorts of things in this nation; AIDS research, disease 
research. We need to make this planet place to live in, not a worse 
place to 1 ive in. 

You know, I make a bad joke, but I would like to work for the 
Savannah River Plant because I could go hunting at night, and we 
could hunt deer at night, you know why? Because I hear they glow in 
the dark. And I do not know if they do or not, but I heard there 
are some strange looking turtles running around loose with men 
running after them that do omit radioactivity and they are not 
allowed to cross the road. 
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You know, any use of the weapons that — The materials that are 
made here are used for nuclear weapons. All right. I think we all 
agree to that. If these weapons are ever used, it means the end of 
our planet and anyone who sticks their head in the sand and says 
that is not true, is kidding themselves, they are numbing their own 
minds. Nuclear holocaust will follow the use of the weapons made 
from materials produced at the Savannah River Plant. 

Perhaps the biggest thing, and if I have only given one reason; 
what are we going to do with the waste? How many people are we 
condemning to death because of this nuclear waste in the future? 
How many children, how many people are going to die an early death 
because of the waste from this plant and other plants like this all 
over the country. Rocky Flats, — so on, and so on. We do not know 
what to do with the waste. There is no place to put it that is safe 
forever. We know that. Anyone who tells you there is a safe place 
is, I think sometimes, is compromising your intelligence. 

I would recommend who would really be interested to see the film 
Building Bombs , before they make their final decision. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-63-03 on 
high-level waste management and A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF DAN EVERETT 
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My nane is Dan Everett. I live in Athens, Georgia and teach 
computer science at the University of Georgia. I appreciate the 
opportunity to offer testimony, and as a technical -type person I do 
truly appreciate the sincere efforts of your engineers to refurbish 
the production reactors. 

I am also the father of three children, and I'm here this 
evening because I think your bomb plant is endangering my kids. I 
suspect that the greatest environmental impact of restarting the 
reactors is not what you do here so much as what you must leave 
undone . 

I refer to the many urgent cleanup projects at contaminated DOE 
sites around the country, which go unfunded or underfunded while DOE 
forges ahead on expensive weapons-related programs. I respectfully 
submit that more tritium is just not what we need in the post-Cold 
War world. I ask that you maintain the K-, L-, and P- reactors in 
cold standby; in other words, KEEP THEM SHUT. 

I would like to explain why the national interest does not, in 
my opinion, require these reactors to operate. Unfortunately you 
have chosen to classify the details of your estimates of tritium 
need. I think this is a big mistake and undermines the democratic 
process. It was this same passion for secrecy which led to the 
waste-disposal crisis in which DOE now finds itself. 

I understand that as members of a vast bureaucracy i t may not 
be your job to question the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan. As 
concerned citizens, it definitely is our job. Since you won't tell 
us specifically why you want the tritium, we must deal in 
generalities. Tritium is needed both to develop new types of 
nuclear weapons and also to maintain the current stockpile. The 
Pentagon wants an array of new weapons which are not just 
unnecessary; they would make nuclear war more likely by their very 
existence. Among many grievous examples I might single out the 
Earth Penetrator Warhead, which burrows underground to destroy 
Soviet command bunkers. This type of weapon represents the worst 
type of Cold War paranoia: a view of the Soviet Union as a nest of 
noxious insects which must be stamped on and totally rooted out. 
The day for this type of thinking should be long over. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. Congress 
establishes separate funding for waste management 
and environmental restoration and for defense 
nuclear materials. 



Because detailed information on need involves 
national security information, DOE has evaluated 
data related to nuclear material requirements and 
the production capabilities necessary to meet these 
requirements in a classified appendix to this EIS. 
Although DOE did not distribute Appendix A with the 
main document, the decisionmakers will be able to 
consider it. It is also available to individuals 
meeting security requirements. DOE has included 
unclassified information from Appendix A in Section 
1.2 of the EIS. Also, please see the response to 
Comment A-06-01 on the need for tritium. 
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You may argue that, at the very least, we must maintain the 
tritium content of the current weapons stockpile. We know that the 
weapons stockpile must eventually be reduced at 5.5% per year if you 
don't make more tritium. This is a very slow rate of decline, and 
we'll be quite disappointed if the pace of arms control doesn't 
reduce weapons faster than this. Forty years of Cold War have so 
bloated our nuclear arsenal that it would take many years of 5% 
decreases to have any noticeable effect on our military capabilities. 

Why must we be so shy about seizing the chance for peace, and 
so bold about keeping these reactors hot and ready for a nuclear 
war? For the sake of my children — for the sake of us all — let us 
CHOOSE LIFE. The war is over. KEEP THEM SHUT. 
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MR. MARTIN: My name is Arthur Martin, and I represent me. 

I am one of those people who work at the Savannah River Plant 
for 27 years. I buried tons of that stuff that little lady was 
talking about a while ago. I buried it in the burial ground. And 
it is going to stay there because there ain't nobody going to move 
it. 

But now one thing I would like to know is where are all these 
people getting this information that they are coming up with about 
what goes on at the Savannah River Plant and what goes on in the 
Department of Energy. I read in the paper here the other day that 
some of these worrying about this Environmental statement or 
something, they go out here to the Savannah River Plant and get my 
medical record. 

Well, I object to any one of them having my medical record. 
That is none of their business. I worked for a fellow out there at 
the Savannah River Plant and I wish Mr. Watkins, or Dr. Watkins, or 
whatever he is that runs the Energy Department would te71 some of 
them like I heard old Tom tell some of them one day, I am running 
the Transportation Department in — Today. I may not be running it 
tomorrow but I am running it today and, by God, I am going to run 
it. And I think that is what' we need for some of these people up 
there in Washington to quit listening to these people rolling around 
out here on the ground, parading up and down the streets with signs, 
eight or ten of them, going from one place to the other trying to 
tell our government how it should 6e run because they are very much 
in the minority and there is just not enough of us man enough to 
stand up and speak out and say what we think. 



Comments noted. 



And I thank you. 
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MS. JONES: Well, I do not know quite how I can talk about it. 
My name is Alison Jones, I am a student at the University of 
Georgia, I am a — major. And I come from South Carolina so I feel 
that I have a right to speak and to parade around with signs all the 
time. 

I come here tonight to speak and to say that I think that this 
site should not be restarted again on the basis of a lot of things 
that people have more accurately said than I can. I do feel the 
major thing here is to start what is tantamount to a willingness to 
risk poisoning the people of the state of Georgia and my home state. 
South Carolina, due to the aquifer that runs beneath the Savannah 
River Site. To restart it would be a blatant disregard for the 
health of these people and — As people have said before, outdated 
Cold War view over the health of the citizens of the United States. 

There are many other issues involved here as far as people 
working here. And I do not want to take anyone's job. I do not 
want to shut this down and basically to make people to be poor and 
to be without jobs. And I agree with other people who stated before 
that there should be a process to switch the area of Aiken and other 
communities over to a peace time economy and there are many good 
suggestions that have been made already. 

I think if the people that have come here tonight care about 
the people here in Aiken and care about the other people in their 
communities and care about themselves and their children, or will be 
children, and it is not here to threaten anybody that is here to 
make a statement. 



Please see the response to Comment A-52-02 on the 
aquifer beneath the SRS. Section 4.1.6 of the EIS 
presents the risks to the public from the operation 
of the SRS reactors and their support facilities, 
and supports a conclusion that risks to public 
health are not significant. 
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A-73 



Comment 
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STATEMENT OF JAMES ABBOTT 



A-73-01 



7 A-73-02 
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A-73-03 



MR. ABBOTT: My name is James Abbott, and I represent myself, a 
citizen of the United States. 

I would just like to say that I really do not think that these 
Environmental Statements for any of the nuclear facilities, here in 
the United States, are complete. I have been doing reports on this 
type of subject from high school, on up to now, I am 24 years old. 
I obtain my information from libraries, university libraries. And I 
see things like this gentlemen saying earlier, leukemia, cancer, are 
much higher in areas down wind from nuclear facilities. Ninety 
percent higher than up wind, you know, within a five mile radius. 
And I think this is kind of uncanny and something that should be 
considered. 

I also think it should be considered that there really is not 
permanent site to dispose of this high level radioactive waste that 
we have. There are several temporary sites throughout the country, 
but there has been no permanent site designated. And continued 
generating this waste, even though we have no place to put it, it is 
in insane, it is insane. 

The Savannah River Plant has been running for several decades 
now, 20 years, beginning in 1970, they have detected leaks. So 
obviously the integrity of the structure has been sacrificed and I 
really, personally, do not believe that something this large that is 
just contained in one block should really be patched together. It 
should be rebuilt, if that has to be done. 

That is it. Thank you. 



Please see the responses to Comment A-30-03 on 
health effects and Comment A-63-05 on studies of 
health effects in the SRS vicinity. 



Please see the response to Comment A-63-03 on 
high-level waste management at SRS. 



The SRS reactors and support facilities began 
operation between December 1953 and March 1955. 
Modifications and upgrades of these facilities, as 
well as their routine maintenance, have been 
continuing activities at SRS for the past 35 years. 
Section 2.1.2.7 of the EIS discusses accident 
prevention. 
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A-74 STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER DE BARR 

MR. DE BARR: Thank you. My name is Christopher DeBarr and I 
come from Athens, Georgia representing myself as a citizen of 
Georgia and the United States. 

I was born in 1961, under the wings of supersonic jets, in a 
time which would culminate, when I was two, with the Bay of Pigs. A 
time in which this nation verged the — nuclear catastrophe as it 
ever has. People who were living in that time, who are old enough 
to remember that, tell me how tense and terrifying those few days in 
October were. 

In October, 1990, we will be deciding again whether we should, 
as a nation, commit ourselves to production of materials which would 
be usable for bombs. Bombs we never want to use. We are seeing an 
o — time upon us. There is the time of the past. A time when we 

^ believe that peace could be gained by having such a huge weapon that 

\o no one would start another war and kill millions of people. There 

° is a time of geology, the time hazardous wastes, which are 

produced. Which invisibly seep into the — which we do not know how 
to take care of. After all, in 9,000 years, the pyramid was not 
built 9,000 years ago. We in civilization are advocating making 
materials which will out last all recorded history. That is our 
destiny. 

Furthermore, time is convening in terms of jobs. Jobs in 
Aiken, in — and else where in the country you will find the 
factories where honest men and women work trying to provide for 
their families. — Have occurred because the — We as a nation 
cannot turn our back on these people. 

We have time in geo-political sense in which — is giving us 
that opportunity to seize the chance to end making weapons, holding 
the stick over each other's heads. It is becoming an information 
globe society, not a society of fear. — Will reside in the hearts 
of men and women. 

Will we take a chance with these conversions of time? Will we 
let history end? Will this October, citizens decide, we will risk 
no more fear such, as was experienced when I was a baby, at the Bay 
of Pigs. 
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I vote we stop production of tritium. Tritium will last for a 
long, long time and our nuclear arsenal will sustain itself 
A-74-01 providing a basic deterrent for 37, 35 years, at least. The half-life of tritium is 12.3 years. 

Furthermore, the notion of tritium is that it provides a fusion, 
making a more precise bomb. The more precise we get with our bombs 

— And should any of this tritium leak out, it could be used. You 
could make a very small bomb that could be used for the very precise 
urban target wreaking havoc on people who never intended to be part 
of any sort of nuclear catastrophe. Tritium is not necessary to 
nuclear warfare. All it does is make it more and more realistic and 
likely. 

I want to protect the jobs of the people here in Aiken. I want 
us to convert this economy — with whatever it takes as a nation can 

— But I also want to see the specter of, the — specter, of endless 
radio-active waste ended. 

rt Thank you. 
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A-75 STATEMENT OF BILL WRIGHT 

A-75-01 MR. WRIGHT: My name is Bill Wright. I represent myself. Comments noted 

I an a contractor at the Savannah River Site. I work in the 
record department — test. So I am directly involved with this 
restart effort and have been for about two years now. Most of the 
test engineers that I work with have between five and 20 years 
experience in a commercial nuclear plant. The procedures they 
write, the test they run are done today in accordance with 
commercial nuclear standards. These plants, as I speak, are being 
restarted in the best possible method known to us and the country 
today. 

Therefore, as a citizen of Aiken, I fully support the restart 
^ efforts at Savannah River Site for the purpose of maintaining the 

I community, maintaining our country strong, which it has done all 

*° these years. 

Thank you. 
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A-76 



A-76-01 



A-76-02 
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A-76-03 



STATEMENT OF SCOTT STARLING 

MR. STARLING: I think one issue that needs to be stressed here 
tonight is, we all, although we have differences about whether or 
not we are going to restart this plant, I think we all have a shared 
interest in safety. And I think that we need to understand the 
concern is not one that is economically oriented. There is no job 
to throw people out of their jobs. But this concern comes from the 
very real possibility that we could have problems for safety. After 
all, when we think about the environment the idea is that we want 
our environment to be one that is conducive to our health. And so I 
think it is important to emphasize that we do have that shared 
common interest. 

Just as an overview concerning the Environmental Impact 
Statement, I would like to state here, publicly, that it has come to 
my attention tonight that some of the personnel who were working to 
put together the EIS have been employed by Westinghouse. And I 
think this sets up a potential conflict of interest because the EIS 
itself is the document which talks about the safety of the restart 
of this facility. And if it is — Since the restart is going to be 
under contract by Westinghouse, I think that there could be problems 
with that. 

So I would for the Department of Energy to determine, will any 
of the employees who worked on the EIS be employed at the Savannah 
River Plant, and what is the relationship between the people who 
worked on EIS and Westinghouse at present. And what would be the 
effect of having Westinghouse employees put together the EIS 
statement. How could that effect the EIS Statement? 

And, finally, I want to comment directly on some of the 
problems that I found in the Environmental Impact Statement, 
specifically under other technologies where you talk about the other 
ways that we could get the material that we needed without 
restarting the plant. 

I was very disappointed that Appendix A, which talked about the 
quantitative needs was classified. I can certainly understand your 
concern on that issue. But I think that you could have given at 
least a rough quantitative measurement as far as what was going to 
be needed, because as it stands now, people who are interested in 



Please see the responses to Comments A-30-03 on 
health risks and A-34-09 on safety. 



The EIS contains a List of Preparers following 
Chapter 5. That list identifies no Westinghouse 
Savannah River Company employees; however, the 
preparers did use WSRC (and Du Pont) documents as 
references for much of the information cited in the 
EIS. 



Please see the responses to Comment A-70-03 on the 
review of classified Appendix A and Comment A-06-01 
on the need for tritium. 
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A-76-04 



A-76-05 



A-76-06 



this issue, really do not know if we need to restart the plant. And 
until that information becomes available in some form, you know, it 
is really not, you know, how can we say whether we need to or not. 
And I do not think that is a question that should be decided by, you 
know, government interests. I think people should be able to look 
into that issues. 

Another aspect that concern me was that under other 
technologies for getting the material, there was no discussion of 
recovery from weapons that we have presently. And I think that 
should have been one of the considerations. And, secondly, I think 
that you should have included a provision in here concerning what 
the demands for nuclear material are going to be regarding new arms 



agreements that have been reached between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. 
because without that we, again, it threatens the ability to decide 
whether or not we actually need more nuclear material. 

So, in conclusion, I believe it would be in the best interest 
of the Department of Energy and the people who live in this area, 
that the EIS be redone. And one other point I would like to make — 
I do not know how many people have actually read this EIS and I 
notice here tonight that there were not any copies available. X 
realize that you can request them from the DOE, but it would have 
been a lot more convenient if you guys could have had these things 
out here so people who wanted to. read these things could have had 
them. The person I talked to tonight, and they said, well we will 
get you a copy, well, that is not going to do me any good since this 
is the last hearing. I think in the future, you need to make these 
things more widely available. 

Thank you. 



Recycling and recovery are being performed, Section 
1.2 discusses recycling facilities and the recycling 
of materials from retired weapons. The supply of 
materials from recycling is considered in Appendix A 
in analyzing the need for continued operation of the 
reactors. Also, see the response to Comment A-06-01 
on the need for tritium. 

Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 



DOE distributed more than 1,800 copies of the Draft 
EIS directly to individuals, public agencies, and 
government officials. In addition, copies are 
available for review in many local and regional 
libraries and public reading rooms. DOE has entered 
the names of individuals who registered at the 
public hearings into a distribution list for the 
Final EIS. 
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A-77 



STATEMENT OF KATHRYN KYKER 



My name is Kathryn Kyker, I live in Athens, Georgia. I'm a 



A-77-01 
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I've been concerned about SRP for over six years. In the 
summer of 1984 I was an organizer for the summer-long Peace 
Encampment here at Aiken. Through the encampment I became more . 
informed about SRP and certainly more alarmed. I also began to 
become acquainted with Aiken and her residents. I began to 
understand the complexity of this issue- the jobs involved, the 
livelihoods that are affected by the plant. But I also became more 
concerned about the plants impact on the health of those working and 
living near SRP. Back in those days I believed that it would take a 
much more serious accident than previous accidents for SRP to shut 
down. 
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describes numerous reactor accidents at SRP between 1957 and 1985. 
The accidents were among the most serious ever documented at U.S. 
nuclear reactors; several involved fuel melting. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-30-03 on 
health risks and A-63-05 on epidemiological studies. 
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out QDViousiy, cms is no longer cne suirtner or i^ot- us six 
years later and the world is more different than any of us would 
have believed possible. Do we really need to continue to produce 
tritium for bombs that we, our government, is working towards 
dismantling? Some people who don't think so include former 
Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, former Secretary of State, 
Cyrus Vance, former CIA Directors Colby and Turner, along with fifty 
other prominent Americans, including Nobel Prize holders, diplomats, 
and scientists. In a letter they wrote to Bush and Gorbachev they 

cta + pH t-hfl* nn rrprfihlp ea^o ronlri bp nude for further nrnriur.Hnn . 



r tease See tne responses to LOmments H-uo-u i On tne 

need for tritium and A-06-07 on the changing world 
geopolitical situation. 



The Soviet Union has announced a timetable for shutting down 
production by the year 2000 - they are being urged to step up their 
timetable. But even if they waited until the year 2,000, a 20% 
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mean that we would not require more tritium production until 1999. 
This is according to a report by The Union of Concerned Scientists. 
Also, we have to look at the expense. As a Social Worker, I'm well 
aware of the crisis in this country and the desperate need to 
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reinvest our resources into our people rather than adding to our 
stockpile of over 23,000 nuclear weapons. It's imperative that we 
stop now at this point in time and reexamine our priorities in light 
of new global realities. 

For me personally, something besides new global realities has 

occurred since the summer of 1984... I;'ve become a mother- twice. 

And I feel more compelled and determined than ever to work towards a 

future free of this threat to our safety, health and environment. 

Driving up here tonight I began wishing to myself that the plant 

wasn't so far away and then I jolted to reality and realized that I 

had better be grateful for each and every mile that seperates my 

home and family from SRP. However, this plant is not just a local 

issue. We're all responsible for the land, the damage done to it in 

the name of "national security", and for the misalignment of 

priorities that is illustrated in our federal budget each year. 

This responsibility belongs to each of us equally. And so does the 

\ responsibility of finding alternative employment for those employed 

a 

a 

a* 
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I'd like to end my testimony with this offering: 

Freedom doesn't come on the wing of a bird, it doesn't come 
like a summer rain, Freedom's a much harder thing. You gotta work 
for it, strive for it, day and night for it, every generations gotta 
do it all over again. 

For me this song means to not take your freedom for granted, 
but to realize that sometimes you have to work hard to achieve what 
you want. We all have the right to be free from the harm of nuclear 
weapons and their production, and the right and responsibility to 
create a better way of life for all of us and our children. 

Thank- you . 
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a-/b iiAitntNi ur ntLANic. am in 

MS. SMITH: My name is Mel am' e Smith, and I am a member of the 
Athen's Peace Coal Hi on, I am a concerned citizen. 

Over the years Savannah River Site has established a record of 
dangerous instance and poor management. In 1981, the plant was 20 
years old, were discovered — contaminated water. This seems to be 
the be«inninn of a lon° line of life threatening hazards and blatant 
— by the Department of Energy at SRS. 

In 1986, DOE's quality assurance report found inadequate fire 
protection systems, and excessive releases of tritium and heavy 
water from the reactors. Staff was discovereu to i>e inau equate iy 
trained and tested. A general accounting in March of 1987, revealed 

o the SRS reactors ran for six years at power limits which might have 

^ overwhelmed the emergency cooling system during an emergency. 

\o 

**■* Obviously, an accident waiting for a time to happen. Reactors 

were powered down. The general accounting report also cited 
inadequate and outdated testing for cracks in reactor walls and lack 
of attention to identified problems at SRS. The plant was further 
found to have inadequate an inadequate earthquake program. In 1988, 
and in 1989, cracks were discovered in reactor cooling pipes. These 
and other instances, some very serious, led to reactor shut down in 
the summer of 1988. 
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officials had gotten so heavily involved in the restart of reactors 
that they had put aside the development of a nuclear safety policy 
which would rate the safety consciousness at SRS. It is obvious 
from these instances, and others, that the DOE has an atrocious 
record of self regulation. lax payers have no reason to believe 
that this situation will improve. DOE has failed again, again, and 
again. 

I feel that they have conclusively proved that the restart of 
reactors, not safety, is their priority. DOE has estimated cost — 
as high as $244,000,000,000. This is for day to day operations, 
renovations, new facilities, and minimal environmental clean up over 
the next two decades. Even if this money was wasted to restart 
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A-78-02 



A-78-03 



reactors at SRS, the reactors are so fragile and antique that 20 
years seems to be the maximum amount of time the reactors could 
produce tritium. This means spend $244,000,000,000 on reactors that 
will have to be shut down by the year 2010. This seems wasteful and 
ridiculous. 



SRS currently stores 
radioactive waste in und 
cubic feet of trans uran 
waste, have been poured 
into streams which flow 
River. According to the 
SRS is restarted, would 
be buried in new facilit 
waste at SRS are as high 



35,000,000 gallons of high-level liquid, 
erground tanks. There are more 1,600,000 
ic waste, 230,000 cubic yards of chemical 
into unlined pools, into the ground, and 
through the site and empty into the Savannah 

EIS reports, existing waste facilities, if 
be filled early 1991. This means waste will 
ies. Estimated cost to clean up present 

as $200,000,000,000. 



SRS already has had great environmental impact on local marsh 
lands and ecosystems. Tritium tainted water is suspected to have 
leaked into a large aquifer lying underneath SRS, creating more 
waste — obvious environmental impact. SRS draws at a maximum about 
28-5 cubic meters of water per second from the Savannah River. Most 
water is used for cooling and returns to river, via, streams, super 
hot. Since SRS reactors have been in outage for over a year, much 
vegetation has made a comeback. Restart of reactors will again 
eliminate most vegetation in these areas. 

To say that these conditions existed during operations before 
SRS was closed, does not justify restart. Wetlands around — have 
also started to recover. Restart will eliminate all recovery. 



I am certain that DOE greatly exaggerates the nation's need for 
tritium. There is an atmosphere of peace engulfing the world. The 
so-called Soviet — greatly disintegrating before our eyes. The 
fact that DOE is demanding billions of dollars to go into the 
archaic reactors at SRS, at a time when Americans are clamoring for 



DOE eventually will require new low-level waste 
facilities to accept wastes from other facilities at 
SRS, regardless of whether the reactors resume 
production. Please see the responses to Comments 
A-09-02 on waste management and environmental 
restoration, A-63-03 on high-level waste management, 
and A-65-Q4 on SRS waste management and 
environmental restoration costs. Also, please see 
the response to Comment A-52-02 on groundwater 
contamination. 



In several places the EIS acknowledges the 
alteration of wetland vegetation and habitat, 
particularly downstream of K-Reactor during 
operation in the once-through cooling mode. These 
impacts are directly related to thermal discharges 
that occur during reactor operation. Thus, when the 
K-Reactor recirculating cooling tower begins 
operation, reversal of alteration effects will take 
place in much of the wetland vegetation areas. 
Section 4.5 of the EIS has been revised to include a 
discussion of wetlands mitigation options. 



Please see the response to Comment A-06-07 on the 
changing world geopolitical situation. 
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nuclear weapons cutback, clearly indicates that DOE interest does 
not lie with the American public. Recent surveys say Americans are 
ready for peace and tired of blowing money on an arms race. 

Let's remember that Chernobyl and Three Mile Island, involved 
unforeseen — that would have been considered incredible before the 
accidents. $244,000,000,000 would go a long way for social programs 
this country desperately needs. Restart of SRS is nothing but an 
environmental animal and human suicide. 

Thank you. 
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A-79 



STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN KURTZ 



MR. KURTZ: 
ci ti zen . 



My name is Franklin Kurtz, I come as a private 



A-79-01 
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A-79-02 



I have been living in Aiken County a little over 30 years. If 
somebody told me 25, 20 years ago, 15 years ago, I would be here 
tonight I would have told them they are crazy. All I know is what I 
read in the papers, as someone said before me. 

In it's current condition, I believe the Savannah River Site 
should not be restarted. I think it is a danger to our lives and to 
our environment. Radioactive tritium has been released into the 
air, contaminated ground and water is already on the site and could 
find it's way to our drinking water. — To kill and injure, not 
only people at the plant, but also the surrounding population. 
Remember Chernobyl . 

The Energy Department is playing Russian Roulette. The 
Russians played it at Chernobyl and lost. A major accident could 
happen here. James Hatkins appears to be putting his priority in 
the wrong place. If we are a government that really cares, why are 
we planning to restart these ancient reactors and risk the lives and 
health of thousands of people. 

Let's put our money in the right place by cleaning up the plant 
first, then starting out fresh with a site that can operate without 
risk and is in — in the surrounding population. 

Contamination has to be stored for thousands of years and 
monitored on an ongoing basis. Equipment failure and human error 
are familiar in the realm of technology. Nuclear plants are not 
immune. Who can say that what the end result of Three Mile Island 
will be. 

There has been such a large credibility factor in the past, 
many of us do not know who to believe anymore. Nuclear plants must 
be held responsible for their operation. Telling us that certain 
problems do not indicate any reduction in reactor safety is like a 
fox telling the chicken that everything is going to be okay. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-34-09 on 
safety and A-30-03 on environmental monitoring. 



Please see the response to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 
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SRS should be monitored very closely and all problems should be 
corrected at once and at any cost. If they cannot do this, then it 
should not be restarted. 

Again, I say let's put our money to work cleaning up rather 
than starting up. 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BRADLEY 
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A-80-01 



A-80-02 



o 



o 
o 



MR. BRADLEY: Thank you. My name is Bill Bradley; I am from 
Atlanta; I am a private citizen. 

We have lived in the shadow of this dangerous radioactive gas 
factory for generations. Recently, the public awoke to the terror, 
and the production of the poison stopped. Now, we are facing the 
proposal to start it up again. If we agree to do this, the streams 
will boil again, and the air will be heavy with smoke; our ground 
water will be contaminated, and we will have to live again in the 
fear of a catastrophe. 

The EIS acknowledges that our needs for plutonium and tritium 
could decrease greatly in the future and that the proposed action is 
based on the short-term need for nuclear weapons. What is the 
short-term need? Are we on the threshold of some great war that 
will exhaust our current vast supplies of nuclear bombs? Clearly, 
the answer is no. We do not need more tritium now and, very likely, 
we never will. We certainly have time to look for alternatives. 



Section 4.1 of the EIS addresses, analyzes fully, 
and bounds the environmental impacts of the 
continued operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors, 
including the resumption of production after an 
extended outage. 

Please see the responses to Comments A-06-01 on the 
need for tritium and other nuclear materials and 
A-06-07 on the changing world geopolitical situation 



Thank you. 
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A-81 STATEMENT OF DAVID FILLER 

A-81-01 MR. FILLER: My name is David Filler. I speak for myself in Comments noted, 

behalf of Savannah River Site. 

I am an environmental chemist. I have been in that field for a 
number of years. I would like to say that I am impressed with the 
efforts of the upgrades that the management, the operations, and the 
environmental monitoring that are going on out at the plant. I 
think the things that we heard in the media that Admiral Watkins and 
DOE are producing lots of rhetoric and no action simply are not true. 

The nuclear industry is one of the most highly regulated and 
scrutinized industries around. Certainly, SRS has had its share of 
scrutiny, evaluations, and reviews. I would like to say that there 
,-j are a lot of things that troubled me a lot more'than the presence of 

i Savannah River Site. I am" more troubled by the Acme Paint Shop 

q coming down the highway. I am more troubled by railroad chemical 

o tank cars snaking through my neighborhood. I am more troubled by 

agricultural chemicals that have been dumped on our lands for so 
many years and added to our foods. 

Many people probably are not aware of the fact that the streams 
and rivers nearby universities and hospitals commonly — . I have 
worked in hospitals and universities and I have seen all kinds 
radioactivity — dropped down the. drains. 

Certainly there is waste at Savannah River Site. And as a 
gentleman said earlier, the waste is there, we know about it, and is 
well taken care of and watched. We are not going anywhere. It is 
unfortunate the waste is there but at the time this waste produced, 
they were handled in the way that people knew best at the time. 
They were using the technology available at the time. Today, we 
know better, it is 30 something years later. 

I think a good question we have to ask ourselves, how many 
times has the public actually been harmed by the activities at 
Savannah River Site? That is a good question if you really think 
about it. 

As to the question, do we need SRS? I think so." Nobody likes 
war or weapons. If we could, we all do away with war and weapons 



Table C-8. Public Comments and DOE Responses 



Comment 

Number Comment Response 



forever. But that is not reality. History has demonstrated that 
nations who allow themselves to become weak have lost their freedoms 
or disappeared entirely. The recent events in the Soviet Union have 
happened very quickly. Hany of these events could be reversed just 
as quickly. And then, too, the Soviet Union is not our only 
threat. There are many other nations that have nuclear weapons. 
There are many other nations developing nuclear weapons. 

I have observed, in these hearings and, also, in the media, 
many people and many groups that come forward and criticize the 
government and 00E. I would like to remind these people how and 
where they got some of these freedoms to stand up and state their 
opinions about the government. In years gone by the western world 
and the free world had strong militaries. We had powerful weapons. 
And we had people who had the initiative to stand up and do what had 
to be done to protect those freedoms even though sometimes it was an 
o unpleasant task. I think today we still need SRS to protect those 

,L freedoms and we still need people with initiative to stand up and do 

o what needs to be done. What needs to be done is to get in there and 

c- clean up those wastes and take care of them. To get in there and 

improve the technology. I think what we need a lot less of is 
people who go around offering nothing but criticism and 
sensationalized claims of things they really do not understand fully. 

I think that those kind of people who had their — in years 
gone by — may not have been here today to freely state their 
opinions. 

Thank you. 
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A-82-01 



My name is Ronald Knotts, and I represent myself. 

Mr. Cumbee, Mr. Patterson, ladies and gentlemen of the 
audience; I come here tonight over a concern. The last several 
years as a resident of Williston, South Carolina, and having been 
there as a resident, when the Savannah River Plant was first placed 
under construction. 

I want to compliment and congratulate the SRP employees on the 
contribution to the security of the United States and the free world 
that they have given over the last 35 years. But time is a 
controlling factor. Times have changed, including the education of 
man. At one time, we had to have a nuclear arsenal to show that we 
were superior. But now, superiority can be accomplished more 
through friendship and love. 

What are the priorities of our country at this time, the United 
States of America? Is it a priority of trying to accomplish peace 
in the world or to show our strength to take advantage of others? 

You people in the audience, could you mash the button to launch 
the ICBM and destroy a million plus lives? My understanding is that 
we have such superiority now that there is no doubt in anyone's mind 
that no nuclear will ever occur. 

Responsibility. Restarting the SRP. Should it be done? Or 
should it be closed down, or should it be put on hold? I have a 
book here that I received last year from the — State Department of 
Health and Environmental Control. Accidents can occur. This shows 
— tritium release — water. There was one accidental release of 
tritium from the Savannah River Plant — health and emergency 
response team collected vegetation samples which were analyzed for 
tritium. On — dates collected south of the location the tritium 
levels — July 31, 1987. And my understanding in reading this book 
and try to comprehend it, your average levels were supposed to be 
about 1,200 to 2,000 to 4,000 PCIS. Well, at the Bowman County 
Airport, it was 33,134. At Bowman County intersection of road 278 
and 164, it was 2,069,495. At U.S. 278, SC 781, 27,942. Tell me 
what will this tritium release do to those people over which the 



The incident cited in the comment was reported in 
the Savannah River Plant Environmental Report for 
1987 (DPSPU-88-30-1), which indicated that the 
release from a line break in H-Area was 
approximately 172,000 curies, or less than 1 percent 
of the expected annual average release from the 
operation of K-, L-, and P-Reactors. The path of 
the release was monitored by both SRS and SCDHEC, 
and the maximum calculated dose to an individual at 
the site boundary from the tritium release was 0.02 
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main plume occurred? It occurred right over the Williston mrem, which became lower at greater distances from 

development area where the industrial division is there. It went SRS. 
from there on into Springfield and, my understanding, on into — at 
lower levels, than those recorded here. 

If the SRP should be restarted again, my opinion is that those 
in favor of the restart and in favor of showing the world their 
superiority, as in ornaments, not in peace and love. I think that 
they should be recorded as putting their names on the line and be 
held accountable as to what the action will bring about. Then those 
people that would preferably hold things, the old saying, haste 
makes waste. It appears now that we are going for a peaceful 
solution, maybe peace for the entire world. 

Thank you, very much. 
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A-83 



STATEMENT OF MARY SEYMOUR 
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A-83-01 



A-83-02 



A-83-03 



I have lived in Aiken about 15 years. I am a life-long 
resident of the State of South Carolina; my entire family has come 
from the State of South Carolina since pre-revolutionary times. So 
I certainly am not an outsider. 

When I came to the scoping hearing for the EIS, I asked the 
officials in charge why we keep coming up here time after time and 
asking y'all to put things in the EIS and address certain issues, 
and then they never came out in the EIS. 

The specific things I was interested in was the need for 
tritium, other technologies that could be used to produce the 
tritium if it were, indeed, needed. The health effects on the 
general population that no health studies have ever been done; it is 
all theoretical. And the economic impact, not only of the jobs that 
are created by the plant, but what I would consider negative 
economic impacts of the land speculation and the incredibly raised 
taxes that goes on in Aiken County. 

And I was assured by one of the gentlemen in charge that they 
listen to everything that the public had to say and that they would 
try to address these issues. Hell, of course, in your draft here, 
the need for tritium is classified. So we still do not know if we 
need the tritium or not. 



The other technologies get two paragraphs and they are just 

summarily dismissed with, well, these just are not reasonable 

alternatives. It does not really say why; it just says they are not 
reasonable. 

The health effects on the population, once again, it is all 
this theoretical stuff, these dose responses. There has still not 
been a health study done of the population in the CSRA. The nearest 
thing to a health study I have seen is that book that came out a 
month or so ago that went on about the birth defects and when the 
releases back in the early 1970's and then, of course, DOE comes out 
and says, oh, well that is just not true. Well, I do not see how 
they can tell because they have never done a health study, nobody 
else has ever done one. So as far as I can see that states. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-06-01 and 
A-70-02 on the need for tritium and other nuclear 
materials and the review of classified information. 

Section 2.4 of the EIS describes alternate sources 
for the production of tritium; they include the 
potential for the use of other reactors as well as 
other technologies, some of which still require more 
research and development. 



Please see the response to Comment A-63-05 on 
studies of health effects in the SRS vicinity. 
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And all that is in here about the economic impact is this 
constant threat about we will lose 9,600 jobs in the area, et 
cetera. And from what I heard earlier, there is no reason — I 
mean, the thing has to be cleaned up. Y'all just cannot just leave 
all that out there. And there would be plenty of jobs created by 
cleaning it up. They might not be as high paid jobs, but that is 
the other kind of negative economic impact on this area from the 
bomb plant is the pay is so high that it has kept a lot of 
industries from locating here. Recently there was a cotton mill 
that went up to Greenwood, due west, area because they cannot afford 
to match the salaries. I mean, I am all for high salaries, that is 
fine, but when they drive other industries out, then that is not 
good for the area. 

The other thing, and y'all that do not live here might not 
realize, the tremendous land speculation that is going on. And our 
taxes, our property taxes, went up like hundreds of percent last 
year. And then all these people come in — and I am all — it if 
fine new people coming into an area, that is fine, if they want to 
live in the area and live like the rest of us. But these folks come 
from up north and they want giant sewers and they want all of this 
police protection and buses and all this kind of business and they 
expect us to pay for it. And schools. New schools, we got to build 
all these new schools. And then the bomb plant — they do not pay 
any taxes on the land. They took all this land Aiken County and 
they do not pay any taxes on it. They give us a fee in lieu of 
taxes, and it really does not make up for the impact of it at all. 
So that certainly should be raised. 

I do not think this Environmental Impact study is — it is not 
enough. It did not address all the issues. And I think it should 
be redone and these issues that I have brought up, and others, 
should be added into it before y'all think about restarting these 
reactors . 



Please see the responses to Comments A-09-02 on 
waste management and environmental restoration and 
A-34-17 on alternative site employment options. 



In addition to the fee paid by SRS in lieu of taxes, 
the SRS operating budget pays for materials, labor, 
and equipment. DOE estimates that 15 percent of 
total costs is for materials, 75 percent is for 
labor, and the remainder is for equipment. For a 
large manufacturing complex, the labor and materials 
expenditures generally go into the local economy, 
and equipment is purchased from outside the local 
area. Labor expenditures need to be adjusted for 
taxes, social security withholding, and savings. 
This is usually around 30 percent of total payroll. 
Thus, a general estimate of the percentage of the 
SRS budget going into the local area economy is 
approximately 70 percent. 



Thank you, very much. 
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A-84-02 



Ton King, here representing myself. 

I an an Aiken County resident, been here for a little over 15 
years, born and raised in the south. I just wanted to nake a couple 
of comments. 

One thing I would like to address is the things that have 
already been said. One gentleman made a comment here, for the 
record, that he was more scared of gasoline trucks on the highway 
and things like that nature; chemical spills from the industries 
here. The SRP worries me a little more than than. There is a 
possibility of Chernobyl here if things were to get out of hand, and 
some of the spills here getting into the ground water can have a lot 
more impact than a restricted damage that can be done by small gas 
trucks and things of that nature. In other words, we are talking 
accidents here with the potential for destroying the environment for 
thousands of years. So I think this requires very serious 
consideration as to the health effects that starting this plant 
could have on us. 

I am not here running for office; I am not a realtor; I am not 
a land speculator; I do not work at SRP and I am not on their 
retirement system, and I am here on my own free will. Although I do 
receive some financial benefits from SRP being here, along with many 
other people, I am worried about some of the negative impacts Ms. 
Seymour was talking about. Our taxes and our government here is 
slowly being changed to where you hardly recognize it anymore. 

The thing that bothers me right now is this thing is turning 
into kind of like a — project. I am not yet sure by any of the 
reports that I have read that we need the plant. If we do need it, 
I think that a health study should be done before we crank this 
thing up. Like I said — so far has not been done on the 
individuals living in the area around here. It is one thing for the 
government to take a study of the employees that are working out 
there. But to be honest I do not feel safe with just that type of 
study. I would like to see an independent study done of the 
surrounding area and the health effects over the last few years. 

Excuse me, I have got a sore throat. 



Please see the response to Comment A-31-03 on 
Chernobyl. Section 4.1.3 of the EIS considers 
severe accidents and their health risks; none of 
these would produce any substantial contamination of 
SRS groundwater. 



Please see the response to Comment A-63-05 on 
studies of health effects in the SRS vicinity. 
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A-84-03 



Another thing — is that, as in the study, it is indicated this 
is a — the plant is located on an earthquake fault, and 1 do not 
think that has been addressed very well. The construction out 
there, from what I understand, what limited material there is 
available, indicates the plant is not really built to withstand a 
possible quake that we could have in this area. And it is a 
distinct possibility. 

Basically, again, I am saying that if, you know, if the plant 
must be started up again, we need it for some reason, we are 
threatened, and we do not have those stockpiles of tritium and we 
need it for defense, I certainly know we have to do what we have to 
do. But let's do take into consideration the health of the people 
around here. 



Please see the response to Comment A-57-01 on 
seismic upgrades. 
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And that is about all I have to say. Thank you. 
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A-85 



STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER LUSTING 
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A-85-01 



A-85-02 



A-85-03 



My name is Chris Lusting; I represent no organization. 

I am here to speak out against restart of the Savannah River 
Plant nuclear reactors. My reasons are few, but they are strongly 
felt. Number one, the money. The money spent on making these death 
bombs is extreme. For example, seven and a half million dollars was 
paid simply as a bonus to Westinghouse for their so-called 
improvements on this facility. One and a half billion dollars was 
spent annually on the running of the plants. This is insane. 

For this debtor nation that we are, I do not believe, we, as 
taxpayers, should be forced so much to so few, that could hurt so 
many. I now ask our government, our people, and the company of 
Westinghouse to not only keep the reactors shut down, but to start 
on the cleanup and the damage that has already been done. As for 
the bonus received by Westinghouse and for the taxes that I do pay, 
I ask my share be given to those that starve on this planet, to 
house those needing shelter, and to protect the environment that has 
not already been destroyed. 

This brings me to my second point, the environment. The people 
who need or want facts on why the reactors should remain closed, I 
give you these. Number one: at least one of the reactors lies on a 
fault line. Man has not yet gained control over the acts of nature; 
therefore, whatever safety precautions these so-called engineers 
would be rendered useless if an earthquake were to split a reactor 
or reactors in two; An extreme, you may say. Possibly. A 
possibility, I say, yes. 

Now, let us deal with not the extremes. Number one: the fact 
is that plutonium-238, plutonium-239, are being released into both 
air and the water. The half-life of plutonium is, I believe to be 
66,000 years. It could be 100 years and this would be strong. What 
does this mean? It means that whatever plutonium is released, no 
matter how slowly, or how small, it just plain all builds up. If 
the reactors remain closed and a cleanup is started, the effects 
remain minimal. If the reactors reopen, the plutonium continues to 
be released, continues to build up in our water supply until our 
water becomes useless. At which point, we become the people of the 



Please see the responses to Comment A-09-02 on waste 
management and environmental restoration. 



Please see the response to Comment A-57-01 on 
seismic upgrades. 



Section 4.1.6 of the EIS presents the releases from 
the continuing operation of the SRS reactors and 
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southeastern desert. If this fact does not alter the thinking of 
the people who continue to be for reactor start-up, for those that 
work at the plant, from president level to janitorial, to consider 
another line of work, then I simply pray for us all. 

As a closing statement, I will say that sooner or later this 
world will be free of nuclear weapons, free of the Savannah River 
Sites; and, at that point in time, this world will be a happier 
place. There will be less hunger, less cause for war; there will be 
more money available to the general good health of this planet and 
her people. There will be more loving people and more loving places 
of this entire population to enjoy. 

Let us please, for all living creatures created, make the 
Savannah River Site an example to future generations and the 
generation of our own a place where man's greed is overcome by man's 
love and not add to the list of many for man's greed, which causes 
unjust pain to the free and the innocent. 

Amen, and I thank you. 



their support facilities, including releases of 
plutonium-238 and -239. As indicated in Section 
3.7, cumulative releases of plutonium-238 and -239 
over the past 36 years have not resulted in air or 
drinking water even remotely approaching their 
respective standards, and there is no basis to 
expect that performance to change in the future. 
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A-86 STATEMENT OF LOIS MCMILLAN 

I want to tell Mr. Peterson that I wish I had spoken in 
Columbia. I feel like Daniel in the Lion's den down here in Aiken 
County. 

I have a letter to Mr. Watkins that I am going to send to Mr. 
Wright for transmittal. 

Dear Mr. Watkins: 

To quote Mr. William J. Riley, "Lawyers, by nature, are prone 
to believe that accurate forecasts was when God told Noah that it 
was going to rain." Hence, please accept my apology if I insult you 
and your agency by refusing to believe that the restart of the K-, 
L-, and P-Reactors at the Savannah River Site will have "minimal 
| J insignificant, or negligible impact on the environment here in South 

Carolina." Not only do I not believe your agency's assertions in 
this regard, I also believe that the Department of Energy has gone 
out of its way to lull the citizens of this beautiful state into 
believing that the DOE has the citizen's best interest at heart. 
And that the restart is necessary for national security. 

Being part of the generation that lived through the Vietnam 
conflict, as our euphemistically referred to the war, I am probably 
one of the most skeptical of the skeptics when I hear something 
being referred to as being in my best interest due to national 
security. 

Never-the-less, despite my skepticism and being an attorney, I 
firmly believe in the ultimate good in every person. And that even 
a bad decision made by a good man can be appealed from any 
circumstances. Therefore, I have traveled from Columbia to Aiken 
just to appeal to your hearing officer, to you, via this letter. 

Please be a just man and inform President Bush that he can, he 
must, stop the travesty which is about to befall our beautiful 
state. Tell him that he is very familiar with the territory near 
the SRS because his grandfather once owned property within 2 miles 
of the gates. He claims to have wonderful memories of his visits to 
Snelling, South Carolina. Tell him that the place he remembers is 
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On top of this underground aquifer, which supplies water for 
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida, sits approximately 
35,000,000 gallons of toxic radioactive waste which, due to the 
shortsightedness of one of President Bush's predecessors, cannot be 
recycled and, hence, not disposed of. 

With this in mind, how can President Bush, you, Mr. Watkins, or 
anyone else in the DOE have the audacity to insult the intelligence 
of South Carolinians by telling us that your actions will not impact 
on our environment, but, just in case you are in error, the impact 
will be statistically insignificant. 

Please meet with your Mr. Peterson, the gentleman who was at 
the hearing, and ask him what the people were like who attended the 
hearings. Ask him to describe them to you. He can vouch for what I 
am saying when I say that I walked into the hearing room in Columbia 
and I have never been so stunned in all my life to see middle-aged 
ministers, elderly school teachers, young fathers with babies in 
their laps, and the teenagers who stood up to speak despite fears 
that what they said in public might come back to haunt them in 10 
years and, despite their concern, that their world might not be here 
in 10 years if you continue on the road you are on at the moment. 

All of these people, together with the long-haired activist and 
people like me, a middle-aged mother and professional, were there. 
As were the medical doctors, the statisticians, the college 
professors, and the like. You are not dealing, Mr. Watkins, the 
fringe elements of our society. You are making decision which 
impact every citizen in our state. Do not pass the buck. Chernobyl 
proved that the buck stops with you and your boss. 

It is my understanding that' on April 26, 1986, when Chernobyl 
exploded and melted down, that Mikhail Gorbachev not only put an 
immediate stop to the construction of five nuclear powerplants, he 
also stopped the production of plutonium and U-235. I am informed 
that he also withdrew four older, nuclear subs and evacuated in 
excess of 235,000 people. These are the ones who were not killed 
instantly. 



Response 



just as wonderful now as it was when he was a child. That my 
husband and his siblings grew up in that beautiful old home place. 
Remind him that the SRS is built on a site underneath which the 
Tuscaloosa Aquifer runs at a depth of only 600 feet. 



Please see the responses to Comments A-52-02 on the 
aquifer beneath SRS and A-63-03 on high-level waste 
management . 
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As you can see, it may be that the Tuscaloosa Aquifer is the 
least of your concerns. You cannot ignore the ramifications of what 
A-86-02 you are doing. Let no one try to convince you that if South Please see the response to Comment A-31-03 on 

Carolina and Georgia become the next Chernobyl, that our blood will Chernobyl. Section 4.1.3 of the EIS considers 
not be on your hands. You alone will be responsible. You have the severe accidents and their health risks, 
record before you through these hearings and scientific evidence to 
see that your decision cannot be made in a vacuum and can only be 
that these reactors must not be restarted. 

Thank you. 
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A-87 STATEMENT OF JANET SCHLAFER 

A-87-01 Hy name is Janet Schlafer; I belong to a very big organization, Conments noted. 

it is the organization of brotherhood, the brotherhood of man, 
brotherhood of women. I belong to the people of the United States of 
America for which our Constitution was written. I have just been 
elated tonight, and I said X cannot go home unless I say something. 

I would like to believe that our being here is going to make a 
difference. History and our government has proven on many tines 
that because of national security, we, the people, have not been 
informed correctly. I seem to be feeling, and it is just a 
presumptuous thing on my behalf, that activity has already at the 
Savannah River Plant. And my being here tonight is not going to 
mean a hill of beans. But, of course, if that is what happens, I 

o also believe that the Savannah River Plant and the bombs that it 

,!_. produces is genocide. 

o 

£ I have grandchildren and I have children. I chose to be a 

mother, but I did not choose for my grandchildren to have to live 
under the threat of the bomb. And I have got a few more good years 
left in me. 1 will tell my grandchildren when I get back home that 
I came and spoke for them. But I want them to know that if bombs 
ever hit, I tried. 
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STATEMENT OF HARK TUCKER 



Good evening; my name is Mark Tucker, and I represent only 
mysel f and my wi f e . 

I come from Charleston, South Carolina. I am a teacher there. 
I teach 15, 16, and, 17-year-old young people. They are very 
intelligent young people. They are very concerned. One of the 
first things I asked them when we discuss the environment, I say, 
"Which is more powerful; money or beauty?" And these are urban 
kids; they know from where they speak. And they think about it a 
little bit and they say, "Mr. Tucker, money is more powerful." I 
say, "Really?" They say, "Yes, sir. I see it all the time. Money 
always wins out over beauty." "Well, how do you know that?" "Well, 
just look at what they do down at the park. They cut the trees down 
when the power lines need to go up. Oh, just look what they do down 
at the marsh. What they fill in and how they build in the name of 
progress." I say, "Well, does it have to be that way?" They do not 
know; they are confused. Do I offer them alternative? I say, "No. 
It does not have to be that way. Beauty can be more powerful than 
money. But the people have to demand that beauty be more powerful 
than money. The people united will never be defeated." This sets 
their hopes up. I want to do that for them. 

And, then, we discuss nuclear power and its benefits and its 
problems. And we discuss the SRP and its benefits and its 
problems. And I tell them, keep up with the news. In October some 
very powerful men are going to be deciding "is money more powerful 
than beauty." 

On my ride up here, I was fortunate to come up here during the 
day time. My wife and I were admiring your beautiful City of Aiken, 
the magnolia trees, the oak trees, the wonderful trees." My wife 
and I survived a large, natural disaster in September. You all know 
about it; you may not have experienced it like we did. We knew it 
was coming. We saw it from a long ways away. So we ran, just like 
most people did. We were lucky. We got to come back; and as we 
chainsawed our way down our street to our home, and we saw that our 
house relatively minor damage, we cried. We stood in the yard and 
we hugged each other and we cried. 



Comments noted. 
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I hope for the sake of the people of Aiken that an accident 
like Chernobyl does not ever happen, because I think the people will 
see the reverse process. They will cry. But they won't cry because 
they can come back to a home and live again. They will cry because 
they will never be able to come back to their home again. 

And one last note, it is an interesting note, and I hope I am 
right. Not a single woman tonight has spoken in favor of starting 
the SRP reactors. 



Please see the response to Comment A-31-03 on 
Chernobyl . 



Thank you. 
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A-89 



STATEMENT OF ANDREW VARNER 



A-89-01 
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My name is Andrew Craig Varner. 

Thank you for letting us tell you our opinions. It is a shame 
the Department of Energy had to be sued to hold these hearings. 

I live in Lexington, South Carolina, so you probably why I came 
to Aiken. When Dr. Gordon Thompson stated the — County Council 
Emergency Planning Hearing, then the hypothetical accident where 
half the core materials are released, people living 60 miles or more 
from SRS would run a significant risk of thyroid cancer. We might 
not be able to return home for 30 years. I realize this plant is 
endangering me. 

I have heard speakers come before you and call, who are opposed 
to the restart, fanatics. I am not a fanatic; I am not a radical; I 
am concerned. We have been told that we must make fear the U.S. 
When we dropped two nuclear weapons on Japan, people feared the 
U.S. We started a disaster called the arms race. Now, 23,000 
nuclear warheads in the future, the fear returns. But this time, we 
have to stop the Frankenstein we have created. 

These reactors are in their 30's and 40's. The history of 
accidents at SRS have been hidden from the public by the DOE. The 
weapons are made by the Department of Energy and the Department of 
Defense; they would not dare say that they are not safe. I am not 
saying that no one has said these reactors are not safe. People 
questioned we environmentalist got our information. I am not going 
to tell you the government how the — are planned. I am going to 
let the government do that, for you. I have. got. some kind of 
interesting facts about the plant. 

All I have seen here are — except for one sheet of paper, all 
I have seen are Department of Energy references. Let's see what 
some other government agents had to say. 

1978: The Armed Service Committee Panel reported: — 
obsolescence of the nucTear weapons production complex. The 
Department of Energy acknowledged in its fiscal 1981 budget request 
to Congress that degradation was quite serious and that radiation 
exposures to personnel were reaching unacceptable limits. 



Section 4.1.3 of the EIS presents the risks of 
design-basis and severe accidents. The latent 
fatality risk (which would include thyroid cancer) 
from such accidents at 16 kilometers (10 miles) from 

the SRS boundary is less than 7.2 x 10" 8 per 
reactor-year (see Table 2-3). 
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In May of 1981, officials discovered 20-year-old crack — 
reactors and drain pipes are designed to move contaminated cooling 
water in the reactors. Failure of these pipes causes backup of 

contaminated water into the reactors. 

In August of 1981, the General Accounting Office said that, 
"better oversight needed for safety and health activities at 
Department of Energy's nuclear facilities"; they found that the 
Department of Energy was not providing emergency preparedness 
guidance, taking, "very limited, if any, actions to assure the older 
facilities meet current safety criterion standards." And stated 
that Department of Energy has "little assurance" "the information 
concerning radiological releases from its facilities were accurate 
or reliable." 

In June, 1985, they shut the C-Reactor down because they had 
^ found the crack during normal cycle releasing up to 18 gallons a day 

*- of highly radioactive water. People are talking about they feel 

{5 safe with the reactor; how can you? I do not see it. 

o 

Eventually, 12 cracks were found; some of them were up to 45 
inches long. They decided to abandon trying to restart that 
particular reactor. 

Later on, in June 1986, General Accounting Office, again, 
Safety Analysis Review for Department of Energy's facilities can be 
improved saying that the whole process was done by self-regulation 
and that they used totally different ways to analyze it. One review 
analyze consequences were the worst earthquake in 840 years, or the 
next 8,000 years. Regulating themselves has caused such risk. 

October of 1987, the National Academy of Science says, "The 
reactor safety report found that the Department of Energy does not 
know how reactors can behave during an accident. Filter and 
confinement systems might not. Reactors show signs of acute aging 
that can affect safety and a high degree of confusion of safety 
objectives exists." 

March 1988, Richard Starvevsky, the Deputy — or Secretary for 

Environment, Safety, and Health, called SRP's earthquake program 
inadequate- 
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May 20, he sent a letter to Paul Casper, "It appears that 
seismic upgrading that has been accomplished and is now under way, 
has been a piecemeal, largely reactive response that has been 
seriously neglected." 

On August 7, they attempted to restart the P-Reactor but were 
unable to do because helium had built up in the core. They 
continued to pull out control rods raising the power even though the 
reactor was not responding according to how they thought it would. 
Eventually, the Department of Energy ordered them to close down 
reactor, August 7, and investigate. 

September 30, 1988, Congressional Committees released a 1985 
SRP memo describing numerous reactor accidents at SRP between 57 and 
85. These accidents were among the most serious ever documented at 
U.S. nuclear reactors. Several involved fuel melting. 

i October 1988, Department of Energy contractor, Nuclear 

o Utilities Services report said that SRP suffers from "a flawed 

ro management culture that undermines safety, impeded communication, 

^ and deviates from practices common to well run nuclear plants." The 

report stated that serious problems exist at every level of SRP's 

management reactor staff. 

December 13, 1988, Energy Research Foundation, and National 
Resource Defense Council, and Green Peace file suit against the 
Department of Energy to compel the completion of the Environmental 
Impact Statement prior to restart of any reactor at SRP. 

December 13, 1988, new cracks reported which affect the main 
cooling systems of the L-Reactor. The cracks occurred at the base 
metal and were not associated with any wells; Department of Energy 
officials said thatit — improper — techniques. 

One day later, December 14, Advisor Committee on Nuclear 
Facility Safety rejected the Department of Energy's restart plan for 
K-Reactor, saying that it is inadequate inspections and questions 
about power level and. calling it "a blueprint fraught with 
inadequacies. We have broad concerns regarding safety philosophies 
that over all criteria for restart and management." 

December 18, 1988, South Carolina Representative John Sprat of 
the House Armed Service Committee said, "My understanding of the 
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need for tritium is that it is not that urgent. With 20,000 
warheads we really do not suffer in the short run." 

The list is endless. I have got — 

I only represent one organization; I represent my children, my 
grandchildren, and their children. I have inherited the legacy of 
the Cold War. It is time we stopped shoveling money in this 
environmental — these dinosaurs are not subject to the government's 
own regulations for nuclear reactors. I am not saying these things 
because I want to bring the American government to it's knees. I am 
doing it because I love America, and I want to see it. I hold it as 
my heart's reason for wanting this country to remove the SRP. I do 
not want it poisoning the systems in this country. Public safety is 
the most important part of national defense. 

Thank you. 
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A-90 STATEMENT OF MOSES TODD 

A-90-01 My name is Moses Todd and I basically represent myself. Comments noted. 

I know that the hour is getting long and a lot of folks want to 
go home, but I would like to say to Mr. Patterson and Mr. Cutnbee, 
that over the last two — one being in Savannah and the other in 
Columbia, that I feel that you gentlemen has taken quite a bit of 
abuse in the DOE and I would like to commend you for handling your 
cool especially the one situation I can think of in Columbia where 
you and other DOE officials was practically accused of being on 
drugs. 

And I would like to use my 5 minutes talking about the safety 
of the reactors. I am not an expert on the reactors at SRS but I do 
o do some reading, and I am not as articulate as some of the speakers 

,L have been before me, but I try to speak from basically sense and 

o common knowledge. And I would like to say, also, that unlike one 

f°, individual that said he was not a politician, I am a politician 



U) 



running for the fifth district commission seat in Richmond County. 

And if I may make an observation, it is that I note that, 
between the three — the opposition time — like some of us 
politicians, depending on what crowd we were in front of, we had a 
different message.' But I do note that the overall message has 
changed to the need of SRS. And I say that we have a need as long 
we have approximately a billion Chinese over there in the East, or 
Far East. And as long as there are communists in the world. I 
cannot use the phrase, the one-liner, that I would rather be red 
than dead. I do not think it is practical. But I can say that I 
would rather be dead than to be a communist. 

And to get on with the arguments that has been used from place 
to place, basically I feel that the organization that is opposed to 
the restart feel that the folks in the great City of Aiken is not as 
gullible as those possibly in Columbia and Savannah, because there 
was some really off-the-wall reasons for not starting the reactors 
and some of the sections of what the situation were here in Aiken. 

As I set and listen, I would have believed that everybody 
around the Aiken — area would actually be blow in the dark like the 
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gentlemen eluded to the deer at night hunting. Me were told 
basically that the streams was polluted and the fish was deformed. 
That the animals was deformed- I was not at SRS today, I was in — 
but I was there yesterday. And my statements have been all along 
the common sense approach to the environmental situation at SRS. 

We have been told that there is no birds. I know better. We 
have been told that there is no vegetation, green vegetation. I 
know better. We have been told that the trees is dead. I know 
better. We have been told that there is no insects. I know 
better. So the — on and one. you know, the environmental effect, 
the farther you get away from Augusta, and Aiken — Avenue. But 
when we arrived here, I understand the argument is need. 

I am not going to try to evaluate the need for the national 
security of this country. And I do not think that it should be in 
n this Environmental Impact Study either because there are too many 

,L Hr. Conrads out there that has just been convicted of selling 

° secrets and we definitely do not need to put the secrets in the 

£ hands of some folks that I have — privileged to meet in the last 

few weeks of this country. 

I will have to rely on the experts to decide what the need is, 
and trust them with the secrets as far as that need. So if the 
President signs these stockpile whatever, then Z will have to have 
the trust in that President whether I support him politically or 
not. Memorandum is the word. 

But basically what I have seen is a lot of half truths, 
misinformation, and misstatement of the facts in these hearings by 
the opposition basically. And what I would like to see more of is 
dealing with the facts. There is nothing wrong with being on a 
mission to win an issue as long as you give the facts as they are. 

I would assume that the opposition knew about the alleged or 
fictitious — then SRS would orobablv be blamed for him. too. But I 

gullible as those possibly in Columbia and Savannah, because there 
was some really off-the-wall reasons for not starting the reactors 
and some of the sections of what the situation were here in Aiken. 

As I set and listen, I would have believed that everybody 
around the Aiken — area would actually be blow in the dark like the 
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STATEMENT OF DALE PROUT 



Thank you. I live here in Aiken. I have lived in the CSRA 
since 1953, I have not always been here; I spent a little time in 
Southeast Asia, and other places, fighting for my country as I am 
sure some of you people have had some your relatives fighting for 
your country also. 

My relatives have been in America since 1620. 

As I said, I have had relatives in this country since 1620. 
That is when my relatives came to America. I have also had members, 
relatives, that have fought in every major war that the United 
States has had. The last relative I had that died died on the 
U.S.S. Arizona at Pearl Harbor. And, as you recall, that infamous 
day when we were not prepared. I want us to be prepared from now on. 

I do not want that to happen to again. I do not want anything 
like that happen to my kids. I want to make sure that we have 
strong stockpile of nuclear weapons if you want to call it that. 
That is fine with me, whatever you want to call it, I want to make 
sure we have got it. I do not want to be unprepared again. 

Out here at the bomb plant, that is what they make, that is 
fine. We have had enough Environmental Impact Studies. All the 
studies that I have seen, we have had enough of them. They are 
final; let's get the reactors started back. Let's get this new 
production back. If I did not live here and they were having these 
reactors in another area of the United States, I would say let's 
start them there. But as I said, I lived here, I have — safely in 
this area since 1953. I believe that Westinghouse and its 
predecessor, Du Pont, has run the Savannah River Plant safely. I 
believe that is a proven fact. I have heard the times that I have 
been here tonight that repudiated by individuals who, to me, I just 
do not think they know what they are talking about and I sometimes 
wonder what is behind some of their acts. I hope that they are well 
— But I say again, and I say this — This is the reason that I came 
forward is that I am in favor of the three reactors. I say let's 
get them restarted, and I thank you for you for your time. 



Comments noted. 
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A-92 STATEMENT BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND (R-SC) IN SUPPORT OF THE DRAFT 

EIS "CONTINUED OPERATION OF K-, L-, AND P-REACTORS SAVANNAH RIVER 
SITE, AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA." AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA, JUNE 8, 1990. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

A-92-01 A recent newspaper article announcing this hearing indicated Comments noted, 

that world events appear to be working against the Department of 
Energy with regard to the restart of the Savannah River Site 
reactors. I hope that better judgement will prevail and that the 
events of the past year will not be used as a basis to determine 
whether or not the Department of Energy should restart the reactors 
at the Savannah River Site. 

Our nation's reliance on a nuclear deterrence has contributed 
to world peace for over 40 years . It has, in. my judgement, played a 
o crucial role in the' demise of the Warsaw Pact and the shredding of 

^ the Iron Curtain. The reactors at the Savannah River Site have been 

o one of the key facil itig s. in building this great deterrence and are 

w crucial to maintaining it. 

Although the Soviet conventional threat is on the decline in 
Eastern Europe, its nuclear forces are not . All indications are 
that the Soviet Union is relentlessly pursuing modernization of its 
nuclear forces. Last year, the Soviet Union produced 14 <) pew ICBHs ; 
the United States produced only 12 ICBMs . The Soviet Union 
currently has 2 types of mobile missiles, the SS-24 and SS-25; the 
United States Congress is still debating whether we should build any 
mobile missiles at all . Most importantly, the Soviet Union is 
vigorously modernizing those weapons allowed under the provisions of 
the Strategic Arms Reduction Agreement. Under that agreement the 
Soviet Union will still maintain over 6.000 nuclear warheads — a 
significant threat by any standard. 

If the United States is to maintain its nuclear arsenal, we 
must restart the reactors at the Savannah River Site as soon as 
possible . During the past two years we have relied on interim 
measures to provide the critical tritium gas essential to our 
nuclear warheads. We have reached a point were these interim 
methods will no longer provide sufficient tritium gas to ensure the 
reliability of our nuclear weapons , and we must now begin to produce 
tritium. The Savannah River Reactors are the onl y U.S. sources of 
production available in the near future. 
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The Department of Energy, under the able leadership of 
Secretary Watkins, has vastly improved the reliability and safety of 
the reactors. As the ranking member on the Subcommittee on 
Strategic Forces and Nuclear Deterrence, I am confident that all 
measures have been taken to ensure the well being of the workers and 
the environment at the Savannah River Site. One of these measures 
is the Environmental Impact Statement that is being discussed this 
morning. In my judgement, it fully addresses those concerns raised 
by the citizens of South Carolina. 

During this and the previous hearings on the draft EIS, I 
expect some issues will be raised that may warrant further 
investigation. I assure you that the Department of Energy will 
review those issues and resolve them before a final determination is 
made on the restart of the Savannah River Site Reactors. 

I appreciate you taking the time to come to this meeting to 
present your comments on the Department of Energy's draft EIS. This 
is an important meeting not only for the people of South Carolina, 
but also for a continuation of our nation's vital policy of nuclear 
deterrence. 

Thank you. 



Response 



End 
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A-93 STATEHENT OF DONALD 8- ZIPPLER 

714 HAMMOND DRIVE 
NORTH AUGUSTA, SC 29841 
JUNE 8, 1990 

A-93-01 My name is Donald Zippier, I have lived in this area for Comments noted. 

37 years and I am 100% in favor of the restart of K-L & P reactors. 
These reactors have been operated safely for many years. Operating 
incidents reported by the News Media have been blown all out of 
proportion. Obviously some actions taken in the past were based on 
information available at that time and not todays state of the art 
technology. However, actions being taken today are in keeping with 
todays technology. 

I feel that the millions of dollars being spent to prepare an 
o environmental impact statement to restart existing reactors which 

,L have a history of safe operation is a waste of taxpayers money. 

o 

^ The nations nuclear needs should not be determined by a vocal 

few. Those who are adamant for a EIS should be required to foot one 
half of the cost for the study. I doubt that the opposition will 
ever be satisfied with any conclusion approving any restart. 

In conclusion I say let's get the reactors up and running 
again. I believe the vast majority of people in the CSRA are not 
concerned with any adverse impact of the reactors but are concerned 
with the costs and delaying tactics by a few outside groups. It is 
a fact that the hundreds of knowledgable retired employees are Qfli 
leaving this area. What better testimony to their feeling of plant 
safety could you want? 



Response 
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A-94 



STATEMENT OF MARY NIEDZWIECKI 

PRAYER FOR PEACE GROUP 

5 D NANCY LANE 

AIKEN SC 29801 
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Quote by Dr. Helen Caldicotte in book 
■' Peacemaking Oav bv Dav " Pax Christi U.S.A. 

"Unless we get rid of nuclear weapons, we probably won't 
survive. It seems such a pity. It's taken billions of years for us 
to evolve, and we're capable of such love and fantastic 
relationships and great creativity and fantastic art. We're a 
magnificent species. Yet we've learned how to wipe out the whole of 
life on earth. And we seem to be heading in that direction, like 
lemmings." (over) 

Submitted during Aiken Meeting 6/8/90 



Comments noted. 
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A-95 



STATEMENT OF BUTLER C. DERRICK 

U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 

CONCERNING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF K-, L- AND P-REACTORS 

AT SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA 

JUNE 8, 1990 



A-95-01 
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The restart of the Savannah River Site reactors is of vital 
importance to meeting the future National Security aims of the 
United States. While it is encouraging that Mr. Bush and Mr. 
Gorbachev had a successful summit, our country should never put 
itself in a position of negotiating from weakness. The alternative 
to a successful and environmentally safe restart is unilateral 
"Structural Disarmament." 

Renewed production of tritium at the Savannah River Site is the 
only way to ensure that the United States will meet its security 
obligations to ourselves and our allies. 

Our country relies on its nuclear weapons to deter war and our 
current arsenal is dependent on tritium to keep these weapons 
operational. I have been briefed on our country's options for 
obtaining tritium and, quite frankly, the Savannah River reactors 
should be safety restarted as soon as possible. 

Since the reactors have been idled the Department of Energy and 
Westinghouse have committed their resources to a thorough review 
concerning safety and environmental standards. The results of this 
review have been adressed in the Environmental Impact Statement. In 
addition, ultrasonic testing, increased reactor operators training 
and the establishment of more rigid reactor operations 
specifications will help ensure a successful * restart and a safe 
production process afterward. 

As I have stated before, the most vocal critics of the restart 
strategy are those who want to shut down the reactors permanently. 
They will not be satisfied with any number of safety initiatives. 

The U.S. should not put itself in a position of weakness prior 
to further negotiations with the Soviet Union on arms limitations. 



Comments noted, 
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Without a steady production of tritium, our negotiators would have 
no recourse except to bluff their way to an arms settlement. The 
best way to guarantee good faith negotiations is to act from a 
position of strength. The U.S. needs the tritium. The production 
reactors at the.SRS should be restarted as soon as safely possible. 
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A-96 STATEMENT OF HILTON M. HOENIG 

SCIENTIFIC DIREaOR. NUCLEAR CONTROL INSTITUTE 

ON THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR CONTINUED OPERATION OF K-, L-, AND P-REACTORS 

AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE, AIKEN, SOUTH CAROLINA 

JUNE 8, 1990 



[Dr. Hoenig's Statement and DOE Responses are presented in Comment 
L-37.] 
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